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T
ake the w

ords of the Attorney G
eneral of K

entucky, as he 
responded to an inquiry regarding “the m

ost secret of all federal 
activities,” at the Atom

ic Energy C
om

m
ission at Paducah: 

“T
he transfer of jurisdiction to the F

ederal 
G

overnm
ent is as anachronism

 w
hich has survived 

from
 the period of our history w

hen F
ederal pow

ers 
w

ere so strictly lim
ited that care had to be taken to 

protect the F
ederal G

overnm
ent from

 encroachm
ent by 

officials of the all-pow
erful S

tates.  N
eedless to say, 

this condition is now
 exactly reversed. If there is any 

activity w
hich the F

ederal G
overnm

ent cannot 
undertake on its ow

n property w
ithout the cession of 

jurisdiction, w
e are unaw

are of it.  

“It is our hope that your C
om

m
ittee w

ill be able to 
recom

m
end a retrocession to K

entucky of all of the 
F

ederal enclaves in this S
tate, so that our local 

governm
ents, our law

 courts, our adm
inistrative 

agencies and our F
ederal officials them

selves m
ay 

cease to be vexed w
ith this annoying and useless 

anachronism
.” 61 

But, C
lause 17 exclusive legislation lands aren’t sim

ply an 
“annoying and useless anachronism

”—
instead, they are the 

hom
e-base for tyranny that spreads evil throughout the U

nion, 
nullifying the fundam

ental law
s of the U

nion and destroying 
society.  

K
eeping P

erspective, to avoid being O
verw

helm
ed 

It is im
portant that patriots keep in m

ind that they needn’t be 
overly concerned at this early stage of the gam

e, of picking long-
term

 strategies, for proposing and ratifying am
endm

ents. 

Patriots needn’t be overly concerned w
ith the last step of our 

m
ission, only our next step. 

 

61.  Ibid., Page 24.  Italics added. 
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And, the next step is seeking to understand the problem
 and 

dissem
inating inform

ation on the available cures. 

W
e sim

ply take the next step in the right direction, and begin 
to build success, figurative battle-by-figurative battle, until the 
w

ar on fundam
ental principles has been w

on. 

T
hankfully, w

e w
on the shooting w

ar, som
e 240 year ago, 

against a foreign governm
ent w

hich sought to bind the colonies, 
directly, in all cases w

hatsoever, w
ithout their consent and against 

their w
ill, over every square foot of Am

erican land. 

W
e w

on the shooting w
ar and w

e instituted lim
ited 

governm
ent, m

aking it the suprem
e Law

 of the Land. 

T
ragically, w

e didn’t realize until alm
ost too late that our 

C
onstitution contained w

ithin it the seeds of our pending 
destruction, by giving tyranny the very sm

all foothold it w
ould 

need to grow
 and prosper.  But, recognizing that m

istake now
, w

e 
m

ay take a relatively sim
ple step today, to elim

inate the 
possibility of tyranny’s full success, tom

orrow
. 

T
oday, the w

ar w
e face is one only of know

ledge, since the 
C

onstitution is already the suprem
e Law

.  W
e don’t need bullets; 

w
e need truth, adequately voiced. 

W
e need only expose rogue agents w

ho bend governm
ent for 

their personal benefit, as they seek to bind the States in cases 
w

here they have no legitim
ate authority, w

henever they intend. 

T
his present battle is a battle to get out the truth.  As far as 

battles go, that is a relatively easy battle to fight. 

Please do your part—
learn all you can about H

am
ilton’s 

clever loophole and then pass along the inform
ation, to everyone 

you can possibly reach, in every w
ay possible. 

For further inform
ation, please see w

w
w

.PatriotC
orps.org. 

G
od Bless these U

nited States of Am
erica. 

  T
o m

y loving w
ife, Pam

; for all her love and support and in 
m

em
ory of m

y late parents, V
inton and H

elen Erickson, of 
V

ancouver, W
ashington. 
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them
selves, although he later adm

itted to the necessity of leaving 
them

 in a “subordinate jurisdiction,” w
holly under the thum

b of 
the national governm

ent. 2 

Finally, the third m
ajor plank of H

am
ilton’s 1787 

T
otalitarian M

anifesto, to establish his preferred, all-consum
ing, 

om
nipotent central governm

ent, lay in giving U
.S. Senators and 

Am
erican Presidents their respective positions “for life” (or, 

failing that, “at least during good-behaviour”). 3 

T
hankfully, the rem

aining delegates at the convention 
ignored his oppression-oriented recom

m
endations and instead 

w
ent on to intentionally create a lim

ited federal governm
ent of 

nam
ed pow

ers, that could be exercised throughout the U
nion, 

using only necessary and proper m
eans for carrying them

 out. 

W
hile it is im

portant to note that w
hile H

am
ilton did not get 

his preferred om
nipotent form

 of governm
ent for direct exercise 

throughout the U
nion, it is nevertheless critical to realize that he 

did get it, for the D
istrict Seat. 

And, that sm
all allow

ance w
as the first of tw

o critical pieces of 
the all-pow

erful-governm
ent puzzle that H

am
ilton w

ould need to 
transform

, in tim
e, the lim

ited federal governm
ent that the 

Fram
ers instituted, to his personal preference w

e face today. 

T
he first part of H

am
ilton’s devious, tw

o-part “loophole” 
m

echanism
 for rectifying his convention loss, necessarily relies 

upon the inherent pow
er the Fram

ers allow
ed C

ongress for the 
D

istrict Seat. 

T
he second critical com

ponent sim
ply extends that unlim

ited 
pow

er that is otherw
ise readily allow

ed in the D
istrict of 

C
olum

bia, far beyond its rightful confines, to infect the 
rem

ainder of the country. 

2.  Ibid. 

3.  Ibid. 
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Further, the principal com
m

ittee conclusions included: 

 “1.  In the usual case there is an increasing 
preponderance of disadvantages over advantages as 
there increases the degree of legislative jurisdiction in 
the U

nited S
tates; 

“2.  W
ith respect to the large bulk of federally 

ow
ned or operated real property in the several S

tates 
and outside of the D

istrict of C
olum

bia it is desirable 
that the F

ederal G
overnm

ent not receive, or retain, any 
m

easure w
hatsoever of legislative jurisdiction, but that 

it hold the installations and areas in a proprietorial 
interest status only, w

ith legislature jurisdictions [sic] 
several S

tates.” 57 

Point O
ne of their principal conclusions details that as 

exclusive legislative jurisdiction increase, problem
s increase, in 

direct relation. 

Point T
w

o recom
m

ends the federal governm
ent only retain a 

“proprietorial interest” (interest as a proprietor/landow
ner/ 

business ow
ner])—

in essence, that the federal governm
ent should 

retrocede exclusive legislative jurisdiction w
herever and w

henever 
possible (because it causes m

ore problem
s than it solves). 

U
nder Point T

w
o, it should be noted that the com

m
ittee 

didn’t exam
ine or discuss the D

istrict of C
olum

bia, since it had 
its ow

n local form
 of governm

ent—
then a three-m

em
ber Board 

of C
om

m
issioners—

that largely provided the services elsew
here 

provided by State and local governm
ents. 58 

In regards to security, the m
ilitary said exclusive legislation 

jurisdiction w
asn’t needed. 

T
he form

al opinion of the D
epartm

ent of the N
avy, for 

instance, declared: 

57.  Ibid., Page 70. 

58.  But, considering the inform
ation in this book, obviously the author 

recom
m

ends retrocession of D
.C

., or, Statehood, if tied to repeal. 



108 “…
the jurisdictional status of the site of an installation 

is im
m

aterial insofar as any effect it m
ay have upon the 

security and m
ilitary control over the property and 

personnel of a com
m

and are concerned.” 59 

At the tim
e of the study—

1956—
only 41%

 of the num
ber 

and 20%
 by area of Arm

y bases w
ere housed on exclusive 

legislative jurisdiction properties to begin w
ith.  O

nly 36%
 of 

naval bases by num
ber and 35%

 by acreages w
ere housed on 

exclusive federal lands, and only 10%
 of Air Force bases w

ere 
found also thereon (the rem

ainder of bases w
ere already located 

on State-governed lands). 

T
he D

epartm
ent of the N

avy, relying on an opinion of the 
Judge Advocate G

eneral of the N
avy, gave its conclusions 

regarding exclusive legislation lands, declaring: 
“there is no connection betw

een security of a base and 
the jurisdictional status of the site.” 60 

T
hus, the 65-year position of the U

.S. G
overnm

ent has been 
to elim

inate secondary exclusive legislation jurisdiction w
henever 

possible, as it typically causes m
ore harm

 than it helps. 

C
onsidering the m

atters herein discussed, it is w
holly 

inappropriate that som
e 40,000 acres currently w

ithin the 
D

istrict of C
olum

bia (roughly .001646%
) w

ould ever be allow
ed 

to continue to jeopardize the rem
ainder of 2.4 billion acres of 

land m
ass in the U

nited States, that should set the standard.  

T
he D

istrict Seat w
as established at a tim

e w
hen the States 

w
ere pow

erful, and the federal governm
ent, m

inim
al and w

eak.  
Like a baby, the federal governm

ent needed a little extra care in 
the beginning, w

hen it could hardly protect itself. 

O
bviously, this is no longer the case. 

59.  Ibid., Page 93. 

60.  Ibid., Page 47. 
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M
arch 3, 2021 m

arks the 200
th anniversary of the dreadful 

U
.S. Suprem

e C
ourt opinion, C

ohens v. V
irginia, that firm

ly set 
Am

erica’s fate on a collision course w
ith tyranny and the future 

Adm
inistrative State. 

O
n M

arch 3, 1821, C
hief Justice John M

arshall w
rote the 

often-overlooked (if not obscure) decision, that drove the final 
group of nails in the lim

ited-governm
ent coffin, that he had 

begun securing w
ith his earlier, w

ell-know
n opinions, 1803 

M
arbury v. M

adison and 1819 M
cC

ulloch v. M
aryland. 

T
ogether, these three court cases firm

ly set the federal 
governm

ent upon a divergent path aw
ay from

 the lim
ited-

governm
ent m

odel the Fram
ers had established, tow

ards the all-
pow

erful m
odel that Alexander H

am
ilton had sought at the 

C
onstitutional C

onvention of 1787, but didn’t get.  

It w
as at the convention, on June 18

th, that H
am

ilton had 
outlined his preference for w

hat can m
ost-politely be called a 

strong central governm
ent of inherent discretion, m

ore accurately 
described as the tyranny and absolute despotism

, of w
hich our 

D
eclaration of Independence com

plained. 

H
am

ilton’s prim
ary political platform

, after all, sought to 
establish the express pow

er for m
em

bers of C
ongress to be able 

“to pass all law
s w

hatsoever,” subject only “to the N
egative 

hereafter m
entioned.”

1 

As if H
am

ilton’s first plank (of being able to do anything and 
everything, except only those things expressly prohibited) w

eren’t 
enough, his second w

as to “extinguish” or “abolish” the States 

1.
https://consource.org/docum

ent/jam
es-m

adisons-notes-of-the-
constitutional-convention-1787-6-18 



4 As explained in the rem
ainder of this short book, this sim

ple 
conclusion creates a clever constitutional-bypass m

echanism
, to 

extend the inherent authority allow
ed in the D

istrict Seat, far 
beyond its lim

ited confines, w
hich are otherw

ise prim
arily 

restricted to a ten-m
iles-square dom

ain. 6 

N
ever m

ind the spirit of the C
onstitution, M

arshall im
plied, 

for if the spirit and letter of the C
onstitution oppose one another, 

the letter necessarily w
ins.  And, the current letter of the 

C
onstitution gives no exem

ption w
hatsoever to negate the 

principle that the w
hole C

onstitution—
every clause—

is part of 
the suprem

e Law
 of the Land that binds the States through their 

judges. 

T
hus, this sim

ple statem
ent and conclusion in an 1821 

Suprem
e C

ourt case w
as the final cog in the totalitarian w

heel 
needed for the federal governm

ent to grow
 beyond recognition, 

over the intervening 200 years. 

T
he expansion grew

 slow
ly, to prevent proponents of lim

ited-
governm

ent from
 easily discovering w

hat actually lay at the 
foundation of inherent discretion exercised throughout the land.  
After all, w

hat m
ay be accurately diagnosed, m

ay often be 
corrected.  And, in this case, w

e need only expose the fraud to the 
bright light of day and take a few

 relatively m
inor steps and w

e 
m

ay fully resolve it, perm
anently. 

6.  It is notew
orthy to m

ention that C
ohens purposefully does not delve 

into the very lim
ited extent to w

hich C
lause 17-based law

s m
ay 

actually “bind” the States (the inherent w
eakness of H

am
ilton’s 

position). 

By being ultra-precise one m
om

ent, only to go to the opposite 
extrem

e (ultra-general) the next, H
am

ilton and M
arshall w

ere able to 
legally create a clever loophole, to extend the unlim

ited authority 
allow

ed in the D
istrict Seat, throughout the U

nion.  Equally as clever, 
they avoided discussion of the very lim

ited nature to w
hich the States 

m
ay actually be bound, instead im

plying the States m
ay be bound 

w
ithout lim

its. 
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But, also forever gone w
ould be all of federal governm

ent 
resting upon C

lause 17—
the EPAs, the FD

As, the FC
C

s, the 
FT

C
s, the SEC

s, the Federal R
eserve, the Social Security 

Adm
inistration, and all sim

ilar bureaucracies and entitlem
ent 

program
s, including m

uch of the IR
S. 

R
epeal the clause that allow

ed all those independent 
establishm

ents and governm
ent program

s to exist in the first 
place, and w

ith repeal, they would all be gone.  Short of new
 

am
endm

ents, they could not ever again be allow
ed (because only 

C
lause 17, despite inferences otherw

ise, allow
ed their existence). 

O
ne could even argue repealing C

lause 17 w
ould be too 

harsh, too radical, too m
uch change, too quickly. 

After all, repeal w
ould im

m
ediately throw

 off 230 years of 
w

ayw
ard federal action, throw

ing off everything that necessarily 
rested on C

lause 17, probably som
e 95%

 of all federal action, 
perm

anently. 

T
here are tw

o im
peratives in any negotiation w

ith 
progressives regarding D

.C
. Statehood—

 

1.
T

hat C
lause 17 is repealed, fully, w

ithout hint of any 
continuing exclusive legislation w

hatsoever, not even over 
one square foot (not even for the N

ational M
all); and 

2.
T

hat one and only one new
 State m

ay be adm
itted in the 

place of D
.C

. (prohibiting the creation of a m
ultitude of 

m
icro-States, each sending new

 m
em

bers to C
ongress to 

pack the legislative votes). 

W
hile D

em
ocrats could m

ore easily gain legislative m
ajorities 

w
ith a new

 progressive State, gone w
ould be the jurisdiction 

w
hich had allow

ed them
 to rule as they pleased in the first place. 

Even the m
ost progressive D

em
ocrat, operating w

ithin the 
U

nion, without C
lause 17, w

ould only be em
pow

ered to exercise 
enum

erated pow
ers, using only necessary and proper m

eans, as 
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those term
s m

eant at tim
e of ratification 230 years ago, until 

changed by am
endm

ent. 

D
.C

. Statehood is a very sm
all concession, for quickly 

proposing and ratifying a constitutional am
endm

ent to end the 
long reign of tyranny in the Land of the Free and H

om
e of the 

Brave. 

R
etrocession of Forts, M

agazines, A
rsenals, D

ockyards and 
other needful B

uildings. 

C
onservatives, typically being pro-m

ilitary (at least as it 
relates to com

m
on defense), m

ay think retrocession of our 
exclusive legislation jurisdiction m

ilitary forts w
ould risk base 

security and thus potentially jeopardize m
ilitary installations. 

T
hey w

ould be w
rong. 

In 1956, a federal intergovernm
ental panel em

paneled at the 
recom

m
endation of the Attorney G

eneral, w
ith approval of 

President Eisenhow
er and his cabinet, gave its report, on the 

problem
s arising out of the jurisdictional status of federally 

ow
ned areas located throughout the several States. 

After exam
ining all the difficulties from

 not having local 
services as elsew

here provided by States and local governm
ents 

(dealing w
ith m

arriage, divorce, recording of deeds, births, and 
deaths, police, fire, and schools, for exam

ple), the panel concluded: 

“T
he m

ost im
m

ediate need, in the view
 of the 

C
om

m
ittee, is to m

ake provision for the retrocession of 
unnecessary jurisdiction to the S

tates.” 56 

56.  Jurisdiction O
ver Federal A

reas W
ithin The States, Report O

f The 
Interdepartm

ental C
om

m
ittee For The Study O

f Jurisdiction O
ver 

Federal A
reas W

ithin The States.  Part 1, Page 71.  A
pril, 1956.  

U
nited States G

overnm
ent Printing O

ffice, W
ashington:  1956.    (KF 

4625 A
86). 
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W
hile H

am
ilton is the chief architect of this one-tw

o 
knockout punch, it w

as John M
arshall as the C

hief Justice w
ho 

really got the ball rolling, once he got a m
ajority of the Suprem

e 
C

ourt to buy off on H
am

ilton’s devilish plans. 

And, in the end, all it took w
as a single sentence in C

ohens, 
that first stated the obvious and then provided the C

ourt’s 
resultant conclusion, stating, in full, that: 

“T
he clause w

hich gives exclusive jurisdiction is, 
unquestionably, a part of the C

onstitution, and, as 
such, binds all the U

nited S
tates.” 4 

And, w
ith those 21 sim

ple w
ords, the die w

as sufficiently cast 
to bring about the odd phenom

enon w
e w

itness today, of federal 
servants now

 appearing to be our political m
asters. 

T
he conclusion in C

ohens—
the last five w

ords of the citation 
above—

sim
ply carries out the precise w

ords and legal principle of 
Article V

I, C
lause 2, that says “T

his C
onstitution…

.is the 
suprem

e Law
 of the Land” (and thus, “the Judges in every State 

shall be bound thereby”).  Because no w
ords in the C

onstitution 
specifically exclude C

lause 17 from
 inclusion, then M

arshall and 
the C

ourt held that even said C
lause 17 is part of the suprem

e 
Law

 of the Land that binds the States through their judges. 5 

And, that sim
ple ruling, carried out progressively over tw

o 
centuries, has brought us to today, w

here it otherw
ise appears 

that the spirit of the C
onstitution is dead and that federal servants 

rule untouchably from
 on high, in effect becom

ing our political 
m

asters. 

 

4.  C
ohens v. Virginia, 19 U

.S. 264 @
 424 (1821). Italics added. 

5.  Since there is only one section (of one article) w
ith 17 clauses in 

the C
onstitution—

A
rticle I, Section 8, C

lause 17—
for sake of brevity, 

it w
ill be hereafter referred to as “C

lause 17” in this book. 



6 Two H
undred Years of Tyranny discusses the tw

o critical 
factors in H

am
ilton’s C

onstitution-bypass strategy, in-depth and 
individually. 

Part O
ne of this book w

ill concentrate on the inherent pow
er 

of the D
istrict Seat—

under Article I, Section 8, C
lause 17—

to 
explain it fully, so readers m

ay understand its resulting 
im

plications, that necessarily lay at the foundation of unlim
ited 

federal pow
er cleverly extended throughout the land. 

Part T
w

o of this book w
ill then concentrate on the curious 

m
echanism

 H
am

ilton devised and M
arshall fully im

plem
ented to 

extend this peculiar pow
er of C

lause 17 far beyond its proper 
boundaries. 

Part T
hree offers tw

o alternate cures, to throw
 off all that is 

beyond the spirit of the C
onstitution, by changing the letter of 

the C
onstitution through one of tw

o sim
ple am

endm
ents. 

Both cures bring the spirit and the letter of the C
onstitution 

back into perm
anent harm

ony, but by tw
o different paths.  Both 

w
ould overturn C

ohens and stop H
am

ilton’s constitutional-
bypass m

echanism
 that currently exploits the contradiction 

betw
een the C

onstitution’s letter and spirit. 

Either w
ay, w

ayw
ard federal pow

ers w
ould be either fully 

contained to D
.C

., or C
lause 17 w

ould be fully repealed.  Either 
option w

ould be gam
e-over, for federal tyranny exercised 

throughout the land. 

Am
ericans m

ust look under every rock to discover how
 w

e’ve 
been snookered, to figure out how

 our constitutional form
 of 

lim
ited governm

ent of enum
erated pow

ers exercised using 
necessary and proper m

eans w
as ever subverted by those w

ho 
sw

ear to support the C
onstitution. 

Two H
undred Years of Tyranny is the rock under w

hich 
Am

ericans m
ust now

 look, to restore our Am
erican R

epublic.  
Please keep reading…

(below
, or at w

w
w

.PatriotC
orps.org).
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T
hen, sim

ultaneously, w
ork w

ith the States to call for an 
Article V

 C
onvention, but for only the express purpose of directly 

proposing an am
endm

ent to repeal C
lause 17. 

T
his one-tw

o punch uses the convention process as a 
sledgeham

m
er to help induce C

ongress to step up and do the 
right thing—

to propose the lighter-acting am
endm

ent to contain 
tyranny to D

.C
., quickly. 

It is true, left to their ow
n accord, m

em
bers of C

ongress 
w

on’t pursue the containm
ent am

endm
ent voluntarily, but this 

doesn’t m
ean that w

e cannot force their hand.  W
e can pressure 

them
 sufficiently to get them

 to propose the less harsh 
am

endm
ent, by pushing hard the harsher-acting am

endm
ent. 

T
o keep their w

ild stallions, even if only in a corral not to 
exceed ten m

iles square, m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ay w
ell choose to 

round them
 up for containm

ent, to keep our am
endm

ent of 
repeal from

 figuratively shooting the stallions on sight, w
herever 

they m
ay be found. 

D
.C

. Statehood 

T
here is a third w

ay forw
ard, how

ever; an offshoot on the 
option involving repeal of C

lause 17, but sped up by w
orking 

w
ith our opponents, to give them

 som
ething they w

ant badly. 

Instead of seeking retrocession of all exclusive lands back to 
the State that originally ceded them

—
including the D

istrict of 
C

olum
bia—

an option w
ould be to allow

 D
.C

. residents to seek 
Statehood. 

N
ow

, there are a m
ultitude of very good reasons that D

.C
. 

Statehood shouldn’t be allow
ed, but there is one very good reason 

for attem
pting it (that outw

eighs all the reasons against it). 

And, that good reason for doing so is because, w
ith our 

progressive-m
inded opponents w

anting D
.C

. Statehood very 
badly, m

eans they m
ay be willing to strike a deal, quickly, that 
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w
ould get our preferred am

endm
ent proposed by C

ongress, 
quickly, if w

e sim
ply concede to D

.C
. Statehood. 55 

It is easy to understand w
hy progressives w

ant D
.C

. 
Statehood—

it w
ould give them

 tw
o new

 liberal U
.S. Senators 

and one new
 U

.S. R
epresentative, that w

ould undoubtedly 
rem

ain progressive, into perpetuity. 

So, w
hy w

ould a conservative, strict-constructionist patriot 
accept D

.C
. Statehood, given w

hat liberals w
ould get? 

T
he answ

er is because w
e could get our preferred corrective 

m
ethod, proposed rather quickly.  It is im

portant to realize that 
ratifying the H

appily-Ever-After Am
endm

ent to repeal C
lause 17 

w
ould be a V

ER
Y BIG

 D
EAL. 

It is im
portant to realize just how

 radical w
ould be the repeal 

of C
lause 17.  W

hile the O
nce and For All Am

endm
ent to 

contain tyranny w
ould be huge (to contain to D

.C
., probably 

som
e 95%

 of all federal activity), the H
appily-Ever-After 

Am
endm

ent to repeal tyranny is the R
ed-Button N

uclear 
O

ption, to destroy progressive governm
ent, perm

anently, forever. 

G
one w

ould be the D
istrict of C

olum
bia, and in its place, 

under this option, w
ould rise a very sm

all, progressive 51
st State, 

N
ew

 C
olum

bia or som
e other designation. 

 55.  This author doesn’t think D
.C

. Statehood can be accom
plished 

w
ithout a constitutional am

endm
ent, or also w

ithout M
aryland 

specifically agreeing to the arrangem
ent (since M

aryland w
ould get 

back the D
istrict Seat, in retrocession). 

A
lthough M

aryland fully ceded the D
istrict in 1791, w

ithout later 
claim

, it ceded the area in trust for a specific purpose. 

W
hen trust lands are no longer needed for their original purpose, 

those lands should be retroceded back to the ceding party; unless, in 
this case, M

aryland could be induced to w
aive its justifiable claim

 (in 
line w

ith A
rt. IV, Sect. 3, C

l. 1, w
hen States are form

ed by parts of 
States, needing the consent of the legislature of the States involved). 

5 

N
o person w

ho exercises but delegated federal pow
ers, after 

all, m
ay ever change the C

onstitution or increase their pow
ers, in 

any w
ay, shape or form

.  T
heir sw

orn oaths verify their absolute 
subservience to the C

onstitution they sw
ear to support. 

Article V
 of the U

.S. C
onstitution also provides conclusive 

proof that changes to the C
onstitution can only be accom

plished 
by three-fourths of the States ratifying form

al am
endm

ents. 

All other “changes” are but an illusion, w
aiting to be sw

ept 
aw

ay w
ith a return of sanity, after understanding how

 court 
rulings, congressional Acts, Presidential dictates and bureaucratic 
red tape appear as the suprem

e Law
, even w

hen far in excess of 
the rem

aining enum
erated pow

ers. 

All that w
e view

 politically today at the federal level that is 
contrary to the spirit of the C

onstitution is necessarily but a 
subsequent sym

ptom
 of this single problem

, of m
em

bers of 
C

ongress and federal officials being able to bypass their 
constitutional constraints, w

ith im
punity. 

M
em

bers of C
ongress and federal officials m

ay currently 
bypass their constitutional constraints, w

ith im
punity, only by 

extending the inherent pow
er allow

ed in the D
istrict Seat, 

beyond the D
istrict’s borders.  T

hey need only hold that Article 
V

I has no express w
ords that exem

pt C
lause 17 from

 being part 
of the suprem

e Law
 of the Land that binds the States. 

But, foolishly, conservatives have been led far aw
ay from

 this 
vital truth that lays at the base of om

nipotent governm
ent action.  

Instead, they listened to their opponents’ lies, telling them
 that 

they have the m
agical pow

er to change the m
eaning of w

ords 
found in the C

onstitution, to give them
selves new

 pow
ers, for 

exercise throughout the U
nion.  In actuality, servants m

ay only 
take w

ords found in the C
onstitution, and give the new

 m
eaning, 

for the D
istrict of C

olum
bia, w

here they m
ust m

ake up all their 
ow

n rules, as they go along. 
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direct exercise throughout the U
nion), all trace their origin back 

to the ratification of the U
.S. C

onstitution or am
endm

ents. 

T
he U

.S. C
onstitution, after all, is the docum

ent that the 
several States created and ratified that ultim

ately divided available 
governing pow

ers into the enum
erated federal pow

ers and 
reserved State pow

ers. 

T
he basic principle is that the U

.S. C
onstitution is the 

com
pact approved by the States, w

hich divides available 
governing pow

ers into federal and State authorities.  T
he full 

answ
er is that the U

.S. C
onstitution also lists a few

 express 
prohibitions that the States agreed that they w

ould no longer 
perform

, w
hich w

ere not given to C
ongress or the U

.S. 
G

overnm
ent (w

hich m
eans that these pow

ers prohibited the 
States and never delegated to the federal governm

ent w
ent back 

to the people at large, not given to any Am
erican governm

ent). 

T
he later-ratified T

enth Am
endm

ent expressly confirm
s that 

the pow
ers not enum

erated in the C
onstitution, nor prohibited 

the States, w
ere reserved to the States or the people. 

G
iven that norm

al federal pow
ers rest directly upon the U

.S. 
C

onstitution, explains the im
portance of studying it. 

Except, as the years and decades pass, there seem
s to be a 

grow
ing am

ount of evidence asserting that the inviolable rules of 
the C

onstitution no longer necessarily apply, even as the 
C

onstitution is the suprem
e Law

 of the Land.  But, nothing 
trum

ps the C
onstitution, except, of course, the States individually 

acting in concert together, w
hen they ratify constitutional 

am
endm

ents according to Article V
, to change the C

onstitution. 

T
his odd appearance of a contradiction betw

een founding 
principles and everyday federal actions explains the purpose of 
this book—

to m
ake sense of tw

o hundred years of nonsense 
stem

m
ing from

 the 200-year-old C
ohens case. 
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W
ith repeal of exclusive legislation jurisdiction—

including 
the D

istrict Seat, forts, m
agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other 

needful buildings—
the federal governm

ent w
ould still ow

n the 
lands that it now

 ow
ns and w

ould still perform
 its legitim

ate 
federal functions that it m

ay yet exercise under the rem
ainder of 

clauses of the C
onstitution. 

Besides its enum
erated pow

ers as the rem
ainder of clauses 

give it, the federal governm
ent w

ould yet have its ow
nership 

rights as a landow
ner in the cases involving federal buildings and 

lands.  It is just that even federal properties w
ould be under the 

governing jurisdiction of the State w
here the property is found. 

W
hile the federal governm

ent w
ould retain som

e m
easure of 

exem
ption from

 State law
s, the rem

ainder w
ould apply.  T

here 
w

ould be no other federal crim
es, than treason, counterfeiting, 

piracy and im
peachm

ent, except as new
 am

endm
ents m

ay 
specifically designate.  All C

lause 17 crim
es (including relating to 

court houses, post offices, etc.,) w
ould thereafter be State crim

es 
(absent new

 am
endm

ents). 

T
he V

irginia precedent of 1846 serves as the m
odel for 

retrocession of exclusive legislation lands w
ith repeal of C

lause 
17, w

hen V
irginia received back the lands of Alexandria that 

V
irginia had originally ceded to C

ongress for the D
istrict Seat in 

1791, but w
ere never used as intended and no longer needed. 

W
hile proposing and ratifying a new

 am
endm

ent is a difficult 
process (over 11,000 attem

pts have been m
ade, w

ith only 27 
ratified), that difficulty m

ay be overcom
e w

hen the need for an 
am

endm
ent is broadly understood (such as in 1793, w

hen it only 
took tw

o years to ratify the Eleventh Am
endm

ent). 

T
hankfully, the difficulty of the am

endm
ent process has kept 

the C
onstitution largely intact, w

ith precious few
 changes, 

allow
ing us today a clear path to throw

ing off all that is beyond 
the C

onstitution, that is centered upon C
lause 17. 
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T
o spur dem

and for the cure, the inform
ation found in Two 

H
undred Years of Tyranny needs only to be sim

plified and 
broadcast far and w

ide, explaining how
 scoundrels in governm

ent 
have been able to bypass their constitutional constraints w

ith 
im

punity. 

N
ever before in the history of m

an has it been so easy to 
dissem

inate critical inform
ation to m

illions of people.  T
he 

Internet Age allow
s us to bypass m

ajor com
m

unications 
com

panies and get out the w
ord, directly. 

All it w
ill take is one person w

ho has an adequate political 
platform

 for speaking the truth, and he or she can change the 
country and thus the w

orld. 

T
he w

hole edifice of T
he D

eep State w
ill necessarily crum

ble 
in rapid succession once properly exposed, because it is all built 
upon lies. 

N
o m

em
ber of C

ongress, no President, no bureaucrat, and no 
Suprem

e C
ourt justice can stand in the w

ay, nor even all of them
 

together.  T
heir only defense against truth w

ill be to ridicule and 
discredit the speakers, m

ock the inform
ation provided or seek to 

distract us from
 our task.  But, truth is its ow

n strength. 

O
nce this inform

ation takes hold, m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ay 
at som

e late point even begin to fall all over them
selves seeking to 

distance them
selves from

 the vast corruption being exposed. 

After all, current federal servants are not the original 
scoundrels w

ho corrupted governm
ent.  T

hose evil m
en are long 

since dead.  W
e m

ust alw
ays leave eternal rew

ards or punishm
ents 

to G
od.  W

e can, and should, of course, correct the history books. 

A sim
ple tw

o-pronged approach offers a viable strategy going 
forw

ard.  First, push C
ongress to propose a constitutional 

am
endm

ent to contain C
lause 17 to exclusive legislative 

jurisdiction grounds, relying upon public exposure to spread the 
w

ord. 
7 

P
A

R
T

 O
N

E 

G
overnm

ent Pow
er—

T
he N

orm
al C

ase 

Am
erican governm

ents have but delegated pow
ers.   

“R
ights”—

at least as the D
eclaration of Independence and 

the U
.S. C

onstitution understand the term
—

are, alternatively, 
unalienable rights given m

ankind by his C
reator, as free gifts 

necessarily resulting from
 H

is gift of life. 

T
he idea that m

an-m
ade governm

ent could have “rights” that 
are inherent to it contradicts the Am

erican concept of lim
ited 

governm
ent, of delegated pow

ers.  U
nalienable rights belong only 

to individual people—
hum

an beings. 

Part O
ne of this book concentrates on thoroughly exam

ining 
the highly-unusual exclusive legislation pow

er, that is specifically 
enum

erated in Article I, Section 8, C
lause 17 of the U

.S. 
C

onstitution. 

T
his exclusive legislation pow

er is w
holly-different from

 all 
other pow

ers listed in the U
.S. C

onstitution, w
hich explains the 

necessity of an extended study. 

It is, in fact, an opposing pow
er, founded in tyranny, at the 

opposite end of the political spectrum
 of available governm

ent 
pow

er as the rem
ainder of enum

erated federal pow
ers.  Exclusive 

legislation authority is the inherent ability to do all that m
em

bers 
of C

ongress and federal officials desire, except those few
 things 

expressly prohibited them
. 

But, before beginning a thorough exam
ination of this highly-

unusual pow
er, a brief look at the norm

al pow
ers, from

 a very 
broad base, is helpful.  O

ne should understand at least the basic 
points of the norm

al case, before getting into the abnorm
al. 

All of the norm
al federal pow

ers, listed in the rem
ainder of 

clauses of the U
.S. C

onstitution (that are m
eant for regular and 
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V
endors supplying the w

ar effort w
ent unpaid.  T

he loans 
taken out by C

ongress w
ere delinquent.  And, w

hile the soldiers 
had been sent hom

e, they hadn’t been paid, for a very long tim
e. 

In June of 1783, a sm
all group of ex-soldiers, from

 Lancaster, 
Pennsylvania, decided to m

arch on the delegates of the Second 
C

ontinental C
ongress w

ho w
ere m

eeting at the Pennsylvania 
State H

ouse (Independence H
all) in Philadelphia, to dem

and the 
back-pay they w

ere ow
ed.  By the tim

e the group reached 
Philadelphia, the num

ber had sw
elled to approxim

ately 400 m
en. 

T
he so-called Pennsylvania (or Philadelphia) M

utiny 
intim

idated C
ongress, even as the m

en did not turn violent. 

C
ongress appealed to the Suprem

e Executive C
ouncil of 

Pennsylvania for protection, but the council refused to call out 
the State m

ilitia (perhaps fearing the m
ilitia w

ould sim
ply join 

the m
utineers [as they, too, w

ere ow
ed backpay]). 

After a few
 days of intim

idation, C
ongress fled, in 

hum
iliation, to Princeton, N

ew
 Jersey, cow

ering in sham
e. 

At the C
onstitutional C

onvention of 1787, Jam
es M

adison 
proposed, on August 11

th, an exclusive federal city (“a central 
place for the seat of G

ov’t”). 7,8  O
n August 18

th, he expounded 
further upon the need for creating an exclusive federal city, 
w

holly under the exclusive authority of C
ongress. 9 

7.  https://nhccs.org/dfc-0811.txt 

8.  O
n M

ay 29
th, C

harles Pinckney, of South C
arolina, subm

itted his 
plan for the federal governm

ent, w
hich w

as referred to the C
om

m
ittee 

of the W
hole appointed to consider the state of A

m
erican U

nion 
(along w

ith the plan, of Edm
und Randolph, of Virginia). 

Point 11 of Pinckney’s 25-point plan outlined a call for “exclusive 
pow

ers” of the Senate and H
ouse of D

elegates, in C
ongress 

assem
bled. 

9.  https://nhccs.org/dfc-0818.txt 
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and thus reserves it unto the people.  T
his division of governing 

pow
er reaches to the division of crim

es, as w
ell. 

T
he federal crim

es are those detailed in the U
.S. C

onstitution 
and the rem

ainder are State crim
es. 52 

N
o other possible am

endm
ent can have any lasting effect, 

until either an am
endm

ent to contain or repeal tyranny has been 
ratified. 

W
e cannot collaterally attack this constitutional-bypass 

loophole indirectly—
w

e m
ust face it, head-on.  W

e m
ust contain 

tyranny to D
.C

. or blast its roots out of existence, everyw
here. 

Any other am
endm

ent w
ould sim

ply add to the bulk of the 
C

onstitution already being ignored or bypassed. 

 52.  Federal crim
es also include C

lause 17-based crim
es, of course, 

as the 1790 and 1825 crim
inal A

cts readily show
. 

Realize that w
ithout any State involvem

ent w
ithin exclusive 

legislation areas, som
eone m

ust provide for the rem
ainder of crim

inal 
punishm

ents that are elsew
here handled by States.  A

nd, the 
C

onstitution itself determ
ines “w

ho,” as it specifically vests exclusive 
legislation pow

ers in C
ongress “in all C

ases w
hatsoever.”  These 

“C
ases” w

ould extend also to literal cases, both civil and crim
inal. 

Thus, treason, counterfeiting, piracy and im
peachm

ent are the 
four federal crim

es “m
entioned in the C

onstitution,” that had “direct 
reference…

in the C
onstitution,” and w

here the crim
inal jurisdiction w

as 
“expressly conferred” in the C

onstitution, w
hereas C

lause 17-based 
crim

es are inferred and included w
ithin the express w

ords “in all C
ases 

w
hatsoever.”

53 

53.  The Legal Tender C
ases, 79 U

.S. 457 @
 536, 545, and 536, 

respectively. (1871). 

See the discussion on federal crim
es in M

att Erickson’s public 
dom

ain book Dollars and nonC
ents (C

hapter 3) 
w

w
w

.PatriotC
orps.org. 
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T
he only w

eapon needed in this fight against fraud is truth, 
adequately voiced.  T

ruth is our sw
ord and our shield.  T

ruth is 
am

ple against our opponents’ lies, once it is adequately voiced. 

O
ne m

ust realize that no person w
ho exercises federal pow

ers, 
w

ho has taken a solem
n oath to support the C

onstitution, m
ay 

ever change the C
onstitution, in any w

ay, shape or form
. 

T
hus, nothing any m

em
ber of C

ongress, nothing any 
Am

erican President, and nothing even any Suprem
e C

ourt justice 
has ever done, individually by them

selves or collectively together, 
now

 or at any tim
e in the past, or at all tim

es of the past, has ever 
changed the C

onstitution, to the sm
allest degree, w

hatsoever. 

T
he containm

ent am
endm

ent w
ould allow

 all existing law
s 

ultim
ately enacted under C

lause 17 to rem
ain, but no longer 

could any of those law
s ever reach beyond D

istrict borders, even 
indirectly, as they are now

 extended. 

O
ption 2.  R

epeal. 

T
he second option is the author’s far harsher-acting 

alternative, his H
appily-Ever-After Am

endm
ent, to R

epeal C
lause 

17, entirely, im
m

ediately term
inating all of exclusive federal 

authority, everyw
here. 

T
he H

appily-Ever-After Am
endm

ent to repeal tyranny needs 
only follow

 the path of the 21
st Am

endm
ent (w

hich repealed 
Prohibition, that had been put in force by the 18

th Am
endm

ent), 
and sim

ply read, som
ething like; 

“T
he seventeenth C

lause of the eighth S
ection of 

the first A
rticle of the C

onstitution for the U
nited S

tates 
of A

m
erica is hereby repealed, term

inating all exclusive 
legislation jurisdiction .” 54 

54.  Enactm
ent of a new

 am
endm

ent to end tyranny w
ould also need 

w
ording on retrocession.  A

nd, w
ith retrocession of D

.C
., the 23

rd 
A

m
endm

ent w
ouldn’t any longer be needed (w

hich provided D
istrict 

residents a voice in presidential elections). 

9 

Indeed, that it appears today that m
em

bers of C
ongress and 

federal officials m
ay som

ehow
 subvert the C

onstitution they m
ust 

yet sw
ear to support, explains the necessity of exam

ining false 
appearances to exam

ine w
hat is really going on beneath the 

surface. 

T
his book seeks to shine the bright light of day on the 

underlying fallacy that supposedly allow
s federal servants to 

becom
e our political m

asters.  It is im
perative that w

e accurately 
diagnose w

hat w
e actually face, so w

e m
ay finally cure it and 

restore law
 and liberty in the land. 

G
overnm

ent Pow
er—

T
he A

bnorm
al C

ase 

Article I, Section 8, C
lause 17 of the U

.S. C
onstitution 

discusses the highly-unusual pow
er for the D

istrict Seat (w
hich 

D
istrict, in tim

e, becam
e the D

istrict of C
olum

bia).  C
lause 17 

reads: 

“T
he C

ongress shall have P
ow

er…
T

o exercise 
exclusive Legislation in all C

ases w
hatsoever, over 

such D
istrict (not exceeding ten M

iles square) as m
ay, 

by C
ession of particular S

tates, and the A
cceptance of 

C
ongress, becom

e the S
eat of the G

overnm
ent of the 

U
nited S

tates, and to exercise like A
uthority over all 

P
laces purchased by the consent of the Legislature of 

the S
tate in w

hich the sam
e shall be, for the E

rection of 
F

orts, M
agazines, A

rsenals, dock-Y
ards, and other 

needful B
uildings.” 

T
o begin the im

portant investigation into this highly-unusual 
clause, it is proper to start w

ith the reason the Fram
ers of the 

C
onstitution sought to create an exclusive-legislation federal seat 

in the first place. 

Follow
ing the successful conclusion of the R

evolutionary 
W

ar, the States w
ere largely broke.  T

he w
ar debts loom

ed heavy 
over the new

 States.  T
he States w

ere free, but they w
ere deeply in 

debt. 
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First M
ajor D

ifference of C
lause 17 

T
he first m

ajor difference of this clause is the unique pow
er 

itself—
note the specific w

ords that “C
ongress shall have Pow

er…
 

T
o exercise exclusive Legislation, in all C

ases w
hatsoever.” 

T
his phrase show

s that the pow
er to exercise legislation in the 

D
istrict Seat is found exclusively in C

ongress, and not only in the 
occasional case, but “in all C

ases whatsoever.” 

In every case that m
ay com

e up in the D
istrict Seat, m

em
bers 

of C
ongress m

ay exercise legislation, exclusively.  N
o State has 

any authority w
ith the D

istrict of C
olum

bia, ever. 

It is vital to realize the necessary im
plications of this unique 

situation.  For C
ongress to be able to exercise exclusive 

legislation, in all C
ases w

hatsoever, m
eans that in the D

istrict 
Seat, all governing powers have been here united in C

ongress. 

T
his is im

portant, because in the norm
al case, regarding all 

other clauses enum
erated in the C

onstitution, the governing 
pow

ers w
ere divided by ratification of the U

.S. C
onstitution into 

enum
erated federal pow

ers and reserved State pow
ers. 

But, here, C
lause 17 discusses a special place w

hich 
accum

ulates all governing pow
ers, in C

ongress.  And, this 
difference, begins to explain the extraordinary circum

stances 
involving C

lause 17, that w
ill be discussed in depth throughout 

this book. 

Second M
ajor D

ifference of C
lause 17 

T
he second m

ajor difference is the peculiar and unique w
ay 

this special pow
er w

as actually transferred to C
ongress. 

Before getting to this abnorm
al case for transferring 

governing pow
ers, it is again appropriate to cover first the norm

al 
transfer process. 

T
he C

ongress and U
.S. G

overnm
ent, after all, have no 

inherent pow
ers for exercise throughout the country.  All their 
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beyond the D
istrict’s geographic lim

its, except as they relate to 
other exclusive legislation areas scattered throughout the States 
and used for forts, m

agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other 
needful buildings. 

O
f course, M

arshall could only offer his opponents a 
suggestion for overruling him

, by first com
ing to a conclusion 

that his opponents w
ouldn’t like.  And, the prim

ary conclusion to 
w

hich M
arshall cam

e, that so pow
erfully allow

ed H
am

ilton’s 
C

onstitution-bypass strategy, w
as: 

“T
he clause w

hich gives exclusive legislation is, 
unquestionably, a part of the C

onstitution, and, as 
such, binds all the U

nited S
tates.” 49 

M
arshall’s reasoning rests on the unquestioned fact that 

C
lause 17 is a part of the C

onstitution, and, as such, that it 
therefore necessarily binds the States, at least m

inim
ally, at least 

until the States clarify otherwise in a ratified am
endm

ent. 

G
iven the current w

ording of the C
onstitution, it is difficult 

to fault M
arshall’s conclusion, even as is easy to despise the evil 

m
anner by w

hich he surreptitiously and intentionally 
underm

ined the C
onstitution he sw

ore to uphold, which includes 
a lot m

ore than just two clauses . 

T
hankfully, M

arshall’s im
plication—

that States m
ay be 

readily bound, to any or even every appreciable degree by C
lause 

17—
is patently false, and his hand, 99%

 bluff. 

A hypothetical case show
ing the m

inor degree to w
hich the 

States m
ay actually be bound by indirect extension of C

lause 17-
based law

s beyond D
istrict borders m

ay help explain m
atters. 

 If a m
an com

m
its a crim

e in the D
istrict of C

olum
bia against 

one of the law
s of C

ongress enacted under C
lause 17, and then 

flees to one of the States, saying that C
lause 17-based law

s bind 

49.  Ibid., Pg. 424. 
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all the U
nited States sim

ply m
eans in this case that federal 

m
arshals m

ay directly chase the alleged suspect throughout the 
U

nion and bring him
 to justice, them

selves, directly. 

In the case at hand, it m
erely m

eans federal m
arshals needn’t 

resort to the norm
al extradition process that States m

ust use w
hen 

one of their suspects com
m

its a crim
e but flees the State (to have 

another State deliver up the suspect once caught). 

O
f course, M

arshall im
plies all federal actions resting on 

C
lause 17 nevertheless directly bind all the States, in m

ost or all 
cases, w

hich is patently false.  H
e falsely im

plies the sam
e [federal] 

crim
e com

m
itted outside exclusive legislation areas, in one of the 

States, w
ould still be a federal crim

e.  T
hankfully, that assertion 

isn’t true, w
hich is w

hy M
arshall doesn’t overtly declare it. 50 

T
o determ

ine w
hether a crim

e w
as truly federal—

everyw
here 

against the law
—

one m
ust look to the C

onstitution, to see if the 
crim

e w
as enum

erated therein.  

T
he only federal crim

es specifically enum
erated in the 

C
onstitution are treason, counterfeiting, and piracy.  O

ne could 
add im

peachm
ent as the fourth crim

e, but one m
ust place an 

asterisk next to it, since it only allow
s political punishm

ent. 

O
ne can read about the true federal crim

es in the C
rim

e Acts 
of 1790 and 1825, w

hich follow
ed correct constitutional 

principles. 51 

R
em

em
ber, the pow

ers not delegated to the U
nited States in 

the C
onstitution are reserved to the States, unless the 

C
onstitution prohibits the States from

 exercising a nam
ed pow

er 

50.  This statem
ent doesn’t address the m

any possible w
ays one m

ay 
inadvertently “volunteer” to the D

.C
.-based jurisdiction, even as one 

otherw
ise resides in one of the States (w

hich is outside the scope of 
this book). 

51.  1 Stat. 112  (4/30/1790) and 4 Stat. 115 (3/3/1825). 
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T
he ultim

ate outcom
e of M

adison’s recom
m

endation for the 
w

eak federal governm
ent to be able to protect itself w

ithout being 
at the m

ercy of a State is today know
n as Article I, Section 8, 

C
lause 17 of the U

.S. C
onstitution. 

T
his unique clause em

pow
ers C

ongress to be able to exercise 
w

hat otherw
ise am

ounts to local legislative pow
ers, pow

ers like 
those elsew

here exercised by States. 

W
ith the unique federal city being created out of cessions by 

particular States, no State w
ould rem

ain em
pow

ered w
ithin the 

D
istrict Seat to enact local legislation therein needed, as the States 

norm
ally enact elsew

here.  Since som
eone m

ust yet provide these 
pow

ers, the U
.S. C

onstitution vests them
 in C

ongress. 10 

T
he w

hole purpose of the D
istrict Seat, after all, w

as to 
establish a unique federal area, w

holly free from
 State authority 

and control, for the federal governm
ent to be able to protect 

itself. T
o begin to see just how

 different is this special place w
ith its 

special pow
er, a deeper exam

ination into the clause is necessary. 

T
here are several m

ajor differences, that m
ake C

lause 17 
w

holly unique and even opposite than all other clauses found in 
the C

onstitution. 

It is im
perative to understand these differences, to begin to 

understand just how
 special is this pow

er, that allow
s m

em
bers of 

C
ongress and federal officials an alternate source of authority to 

exercise, that has nothing to do w
ith the rem

ainder of the U
.S. 

C
onstitution. 

10.  Ignore, as irrelevant, any delegation that m
em

bers of C
ongress 

m
ay give to a purely local governm

ent (such as a m
ayor and city 

council), because the U
.S. C

onstitution directly vests these exclusive 
legislation pow

ers in C
ongress.  Thus, the “buck” thus alw

ays starts 
and stops w

ith C
ongress. 
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It w
as not until N

ovem
ber 21, 1789 that N

orth C
arolina as 

the 12
th State ratified the U

.S. C
onstitution.  O

nly thereafter did 
N

orth C
arolina choose its U

.S. R
epresentatives and U

.S. 
Senators, and begin sending them

 to m
eet in C

ongress to help 
craft federal law

s. 

And, it w
asn’t until M

ay 29, 1790 that R
hode Island, as the 

last of the 13 original States, ratified the U
.S. C

onstitution and 
soon began m

eeting in C
ongress. 

T
hese last tw

o States—
prior to their individual ratifications—

w
ere, in effect and in deed, independent nation-States.  

T
herefore, none of the new

 law
s of the U

nited States enacted by 
the first 11 States had any effect in those tw

o independent 
nations, and trade betw

een them
 involved im

port duties as w
ith 

other foreign nations. 

Besides the original pow
ers transferred to C

ongress and the 
U

.S. G
overnm

ent, by ratification of the U
.S. C

onstitution, there 
is also an am

endm
ent process, described in Article V

, for 
changing the allow

ed federal pow
ers, as needs arise, over tim

e. 

Article V
 specifies that to change the C

onstitution (and thus 
change federal pow

ers), that at least three-fourths of the States 
existing at the tim

e of ratification m
ust ratify form

al am
endm

ents 
(that had been proposed by tw

o thirds of each H
ouse of C

ongress 
or proposed by tw

o-thirds of the States, in a separate convention 
for proposing am

endm
ents). 

T
here have only been 27 am

endm
ents ratified to date (w

hich 
are binding upon all of the States of the U

nion [even those States 
that didn’t them

selves individually ratify the proposed 
am

endm
ent]). 

W
ith the norm

al transfer of pow
ers m

echanism
s described by 

the Article V
II ratification and Article V

 am
endm

ent processes, it 
is now

 appropriate to exam
ine the unique transfer process 

described in Article I (in Section 8, C
lause 17, specifically). 
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O
ption 1.  C

ontainm
ent. 

T
he first option to restore our Am

erican R
epublic is 

C
ontainm

ent, to restrict the exercise of inherent discretion that is 
expressly allow

ed by C
lause 17, only to exclusive legislation lands 

(the D
istrict of C

olum
bia, and also exclusive legislation forts, 

m
agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other needful buildings, that 

are scattered throughout the U
nion). 

For all the harm
 M

arshall caused w
ith his three court 

opinions hereinbefore discussed, including C
ohens, his last ruling 

actually had one good point to it.  And, that w
as the passage 

w
here he adm

its w
hat his opponents could do, to prove him

 
w

rong, w
here he w

rites: 

“T
hose w

ho contend that A
cts of C

ongress, m
ade 

in pursuance of this pow
er, do not, like A

cts m
ade in 

pursuance of other pow
ers, bind the nation , ought to 

show
 som

e safe and clear rule  w
hich supports their 

contention.” 48 

It is surprising to this w
riter that M

arshall actually revealed to 
his political adversaries the pathw

ay how
 they could w

in their 
political battle w

ith him
, w

hich they should have im
m

ediately 
perform

ed w
ith a containm

ent am
endm

ent, to end the reign of 
tyranny just as it w

as readied to m
ove into high gear. 

M
arshall’s adm

ission reveals one of tw
o w

ays to stop the 
progressive m

arch of tyranny and Big G
overnm

ent.  T
he only 

hitch in his adm
ission is that the current C

onstitution has no 
existing safe and clear rules w

hich w
ould exem

pt C
lause 17 from

 
being part of the suprem

e Law
 of the Land (as he knew

 w
ell). 

But, that doesn’t m
ean that w

e cannot sim
ply add the needed 

rule, by ratifying a new
 constitutional am

endm
ent to provide the 

m
issing but needed w

ords, to bring the spirit and letter of the 
C

onstitution back into harm
ony. 

48.  C
ohens v. Virginia, 19 U

.S. 264 @
 424-425.1821. Italics added 
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M
arshall placed the burden of proof on those w

ho asserted 
C

lause 17 does not bind the nation, because the justices looked, 
but couldn’t find, any express principle that w

ould clearly exclude 
C

lause 17-based law
s from

 being a part of the suprem
e Law

 of the 
Land. 

M
arshall said, in effect, “look, w

e justices have exam
ined the 

C
onstitution, and it offers no alternate guidance that w

ould say 
that C

lause 17 is exem
pt from

 being part of the suprem
e Law

 of 
the Land.  T

hus, absent proof otherwise, C
lause 17 m

ust be 
included as part of the suprem

e Law
 of the Land, because Article 

V
I itself clearly says that ‘This C

onstitution…
shall be the 

suprem
e Law

 of the Land’.” 

In conform
ance w

ith M
arshall’s acknow

ledgm
ent on how

 to 
overturn C

ohens, is the author’s recom
m

ended O
nce and For All 

Am
endm

ent to contain tyranny.  It needs only follow
 the path 

provided by the 11
th Am

endm
ent, to say som

ething to the effect: 

“T
he seventeenth clause of the eighth section of 

the first article of the C
onstitution for the U

nited S
tates 

of A
m

erica shall not be construed to be any part of the 
suprem

e Law
 of the Land under A

rticle V
I.” 

T
he author’s recom

m
ended O

nce and For All Am
endm

ent to 
contain tyranny restores the proper balance to federal pow

ers, by 
clearly rem

oving all C
lause 17-based law

s from
 being any part of 

the suprem
e Law

 of the Land that is capable of binding the 
States. 

N
o local law

 of any State ever binds any other State.  N
either 

should otherw
ise-local law

s for the D
istrict of C

olum
bia.  Just 

because C
lause 17 is part of the U

.S. C
onstitution doesn’t m

ean 
law

s enacted by C
ongress under this clause should be any part of 

the suprem
e Law

s of the Land that ever bind States, even 
indirectly. 

O
nce D

.C
.-based pow

ers are finally lim
ited to D

.C
., then 

none of those pow
ers m

ay ever again be exercised even indirectly 
13 

pow
ers for exercise throughout the U

nion cam
e from

 the States’ 
individual ratifications of the U

.S. C
onstitution, i.e., from

 the 
enum

erated pow
ers that the States gave up, to m

em
bers of 

C
ongress and federal officials, that are found listed in the U

.S. 
C

onstitution and am
endm

ents w
hich the States ratified. 

In the norm
al Article V

II ratification process, all the States of 
the U

nion ratified the U
.S. C

onstitution, on their ow
n tim

etable, 
as Article V

II show
s, by its w

ords: 

“T
he R

atification of the C
onventions of nine S

tates, 
shall be sufficient for the E

stablishm
ent of this 

C
onstitution, betw

een the S
tates so ratifying the S

am
e.” 

W
hile it took the ratifications of nine State ratifying 

conventions before the C
onstitution could take effect, the w

ords 
“betw

een the States so ratifying the Sam
e” acknow

ledges that no 
State could ever be bound by the U

.S. C
onstitution, but by its 

ow
n decision.  In other w

ords, no State could ever be initially 
forced to give up a portion of its ow

n sovereignty and give express 
governing pow

ers to C
ongress and the U

.S. G
overnm

ent. 

O
nly w

hen an individual State voluntarily ratified the U
.S. 

C
onstitution did it give up the pow

ers listed therein and by that 
ratification transfer the listed pow

ers to C
ongress and the U

.S. 
G

overnm
ent (and the State thereafter barred from

 exercising 
those sam

e pow
ers). 

N
ew

 H
am

pshire w
as the ninth State to ratify the U

.S. 
C

onstitution, on June 21, 1788.  W
ith that trigger, the States 

w
hich had been m

eeting under the earlier Articles of 
C

onfederation set aside a date the follow
ing M

arch (1789) to 
begin m

eeting under the U
.S. C

onstitution. 

By the tim
e the appointed date rolled around, tw

o m
ore 

States had ratified the C
onstitution, bringing the ratification total 

to 11 States.  T
he follow

ing M
arch, those 11 States began 

m
eeting together and began establishing governm

ent under the 
pow

ers and principles of the U
.S. C

onstitution. 
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T
hen, at least three-fourths of the States ratified the 

am
endm

ents that are now
 operational and binding upon all the 

States, as detailed by the Article V
 am

endm
ent process. 

But, C
lause 17 transfers of special pow

er occur by a sim
ple 

tw
o-fold process, beginning w

ith the action of a single State—
of a 

“particular” State—
in the offer to give up governing control over 

a specific parcel of land.  And, the second part of that process is 
m

erely “the Acceptance of C
ongress.” 

It is im
perative to understand that a single State transfers the 

exclusive legislation pow
ers that are discussed in C

lause 17.  T
he 

specific w
ording found in the clause expressly points to cession 

“of particular States.” 

W
hile C

lause 17 is w
orded in the plural form

—
“particular 

States”—
please realize that this w

as w
orded so that m

ultiple 
States could individually cede respective parcels of land to create 
one federal D

istrict, for instance. 

Because, of course, only one State ever governs any particular 
parcel of ground.  O

nly the particular State governing a particular 
parcel of ground m

ay ever give up governing pow
er over that 

parcel, and transfer the local governing authority that exists over 
the parcel, to C

ongress and the U
.S. G

overnm
ent. 

M
aryland and V

irginia ended up being the particular States 
that later ceded individual parcels of land, that together w

ould 
m

ake up one new
 federal parcel for the D

istrict Seat, that could 
not exceed ten m

iles square overall (ten-m
iles-square is ten m

iles-
by-ten m

iles, or 100 square m
iles [som

e 64,000 acres of land]). 
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Legislative representation necessarily m
eans it is w

holly 
im

proper for other States—
for other people—

to tell one State 
and one people w

hom
 they m

ay pick to represent them
, and how

 
long. Such m

atters are only for the people w
ho are being 

represented to decide.  U
nderm

ining legislative representation 
w

ill only better-secure T
he D

eep State. 

C
ongressional term

 lim
its are w

holly unlike Presidential term
 

lim
its im

posed by the T
w

enty Second Am
endm

ent, for the 
President doesn’t represent any divisible body of the Am

erican 
people.  T

here is no concept of executive representation in 
Am

erican governm
ent. 

O
ne cannot collaterally attack sym

ptom
s and ever hope to get 

to the root.  T
he problem

 is not the num
ber of term

s m
em

bers of 
C

ongress m
ay exercise federal pow

ers; it is the extent of power 
they m

ay exercise w
hile they hold a legislative seat.  Lim

it the 
pow

er—
by lim

iting the im
proper extension of D

.C
.-based 

pow
ers beyond D

.C
. or by repealing C

lause 17 entirely—
and the 

num
ber of term

s m
em

bers serve in C
ongress again becom

es 
irrelevant.  

T
he B

alanced B
udget A

m
endm

ent 

T
he Balanced Budget Am

endm
ent w

ould likew
ise fail to 

correct m
atters.  T

he problem
 is not m

erely spending m
ore 

m
oney than received, it is spending vast sum

s of m
oney on a 

w
hole host of issues far outside of the C

onstitution’s proper 
param

eters. 

End the im
proper extension of allow

able federal action, and 
expenses w

ill again shrivel back to appropriate boundaries. 

People w
ho think a Balanced Budget Am

endm
ent w

ill 
contain spending don’t realize the am

endm
ent w

ill not and 
cannot directly place lim

its on federal purchases; it w
ould sim

ply 
attem

pt to lim
it purchases to incom

e, in theory. 
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But, to equate the tw
o—

expense and incom
e—

m
em

bers of 
C

ongress needn’t cut expenses—
they can also raise taxes. 

T
he Balanced Budget Am

endm
ent, once ratified, w

ould 
require even the m

ost fiscally-conservative m
em

ber of C
ongress 

to vote to raise taxes w
henever federal expenditures exceeded 

incom
e, forcing the governm

ent to seek to increase incom
e 

tom
orrow

 to pay for what was already spent yesterday. 

Procedural protections outside of the tw
o am

endm
ent 

proposals hereinafter presented aren’t enough, because, at best, 
they only attack sym

ptom
s.  W

e m
ust get to the root of inherent 

discretion and restrict it absolutely or tear it out com
pletely.  W

e 
cannot continue to allow

 federal servants to extend the exercise of 
inherent authority under a special, alternative set of pow

ers 
indirectly throughout the U

nion.  Instead, w
e m

ust stop the use 
of inherent discretion beyond D

istrict borders. 

N
o change in or to the C

onstitution, w
hich doesn’t directly 

contain or elim
inate inherent discretion, w

ill ever cure our single 
political problem

, to any degree w
hatsoever. 

It is im
perative to understand that ratifying any other 

proposed changes to the C
onstitution that don’t directly contain 

or elim
inate the current bypass strategy w

ill sim
ply add m

ore 
clauses to the C

onstitution that their clever loophole m
ay also 

sidestep . 

W
hat W

ill W
ork 

T
w

o options exist for perm
anently restoring our Am

erican 
R

epublic. 

T
he first is C

ontainm
ent—

to contain the tyranny that is 
allow

ed under C
lause 17, only to exclusive legislation lands, 

preventing it from
 escaping, even indirectly (as it does now

). 

T
he second option is Repeal, of C

lause 17, fully. 
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C
lause 17 enum

erates a special, alternate pow
er transfer 

m
echanism

, otherw
ise outside of both the ratification or 

am
endm

ent processes. 

T
he C

lause 17 m
echanism

 is otherw
ise outside of the norm

al 
ratification process—

even as C
lause 17 w

as part of the originally-
ratified C

onstitution—
to the extent that ratification of the w

hole 
C

onstitution did not by itself transfer any of the unique pow
ers 

actually delineated in C
lause 17. 

R
atifying the w

hole C
onstitution m

erely allow
ed the 

individual States of the U
nion to approve of and buy off also on 

the specified process that C
lause 17 allow

s for a later transferring 
of special pow

ers. 

In other w
ords, ratification of the C

onstitution m
erely pulled 

back the ham
m

er on these special pow
ers.  It w

asn’t until later 
actions w

ere specifically perform
ed to pull the trigger that 

m
em

bers of C
ongress actually had new

 pow
ers to im

plem
ent. 

By itself, C
lause 17 is therefore a conditional clause, properly 

dorm
ant until specifically activated. 

It takes later, specific actions to m
ake C

lause 17 fully 
operational (once the specified conditions w

ere m
et). 

And, the w
ording of C

lause 17 specifies the unique actions 
that it w

ould later take to give m
em

bers of C
ongress their new

 
pow

er—
the w

ords “by C
ession of particular States, and the 

Acceptance of C
ongress…

” 

T
he first m

ajor difference in the pow
er transfer m

echanism
 

described in C
lause 17 can be understood by recalling that 

ratification of the w
hole C

onstitution in Article V
II took the 

action of every State (to bring that State into the U
nion of States, 

dividing governing pow
ers into delegated federal authority and 

reserved State authority). 
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T
he process described above for transferring the exclusive 

C
lause 17 pow

er is w
holly different from

 the Article V
II 

ratification process and also from
 the Article V

 am
endm

ent 
process.   R

atification of the original C
onstitution necessarily 

took individual action by all the States of the U
nion and 

ratification of individual am
endm

ents necessarily involves 
affirm

ative decisions in three-fourths of the States (yet binding 
affecting all of the States). 

Article I cessions, how
ever, only involve single States—

particular States. 

W
hen a State ratified the U

.S. C
onstitution originally, it 

transferred only the specific governing pow
ers that w

ere 
enum

erated in the C
onstitution, over to C

ongress and the U
.S. 

G
overnm

ent. 

W
hen three-fourths of the States ratified form

ally-proposed 
am

endm
ents, all of the States transferred only the specific pow

ers 
therein discussed w

ithin the proposed am
endm

ent (or pulled 
back the specific pow

ers, as the case m
ay be). 

But, w
hen exclusive legislation pow

ers are ceded by a 
particular State, the State’s entire governing authority over the 
particular parcel of ground is w

holly ceded or transferred to 
C

ongress and the U
.S. G

overnm
ent. 

And, that fundam
ental and even opposing difference—

of the 
State fully divesting itself from

 all rem
aining governing authority 

over the specific tract of land being ceded under C
lause 17 

purposes—
has significant ram

ifications that extend to every 
m

atter Am
ericans w

itness today. 

Because of that essential im
portance, it is necessary, before 

m
oving on, to prove that a ceding State w

holly divests itself from
 

all rem
aining governing authority over the tract of land it cedes 

via said C
lause 17. 
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Proponents of Big G
overnm

ent have alw
ays sought 

H
am

ilton’s vision of inherent federal pow
er for direct use 

throughout the U
nion, except a few

 nam
ed lim

itations.  T
hose 

on the Left just have a slightly different version than those 
proponents of Big G

overnm
ent on the R

ight.  Both seek 
unlim

ited pow
er, bent tow

ard their particular ideology. 

U
nless one party m

oves forw
ard on its ow

n, the U
nited States 

are currently headed tow
ard T

he G
reat C

om
prom

ise, after T
he 

G
reat C

ollapse. 

If the Left succeeds on its ow
n, w

e’ll just go im
m

ediately to 
T

he G
reat R

ew
riting (of the C

onstitution), after T
he G

reat 
C

ollapse. 

T
he Progressive Leftist m

ovem
ent is destroying the greatest 

county in the history of the w
orld, by intention.  It is not a 

coincidence that the Left pushes for things w
hich destroy justice, 

individual liberty, incentive, rights, property, fiscal responsibility. 

T
he G

reat C
ollapse is necessary, Big G

overnm
ent know

s, 
because only in the bottom

ing out of society w
ill all sides finally 

agree that the C
onstitution sim

ply doesn’t w
ork anym

ore. 

U
nder this new

, reform
ed C

onstitution, proponents of Big 
G

overnm
ent w

ill finally give the federal governm
ent, for direct 

exercise throughout the w
hole U

nion, all pow
er, except a few

 
nam

ed prohibitions, to institute H
am

ilton’s preference, at last, 
directly, for the w

hole U
nion. 

But, until then, truth adequately exposed is the tyrant’s only 
true enem

y, because tyrants m
ay only exercise tyranny today, 

indirectly, throughout the U
nion, and then only by clever 

deception, by w
orking w

ithin the loophole currently allow
ed by 

use of C
lause 17 coupled w

ith Article V
I. 

T
hings are now

 at their m
ost vulnerable, right before the 

tyrants’ final push, because things are now
 at their m

ost apparent, 
as com

pared in the past, w
hen they w

ere m
ore obscure. 
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T
hus, w

itness the response to the 2020 coronavirus, and the 
w

orld-w
ide shutdow

n by totalitarian-m
inded governm

ents, w
hich 

push for absolute control. 

W
hether the virus w

as an intended release or a seized 
opportunity, there is no doubt, given the uniform

 response 
throughout the w

orld, there w
as an express decision to oppress 

and clam
p dow

n on society like never before, no m
atter the 

collateral dam
age.  N

o cost w
as too high, as totalitarians 

im
plem

ented their next oppressive dictate and fiat. 

T
erm

 lim
its for C

ongress 

T
erm

 lim
its for C

ongress is a popular proposal, but w
ould 

nevertheless be turned against us, for one cannot collaterally 
attack exclusive legislation jurisdiction. 

For instance, to the degree congressional term
 lim

its w
ould 

actually lessen or restrict congressional pow
er, pow

er w
ould not 

sim
ply revert to the States or to the people—

there is absolutely 
no reason or historical precedent to believe the sudden political 
vacuum

 in C
ongress w

ouldn’t sim
ply shift governm

ent pow
er 

even further over to the executive or judicial branches. 

T
hat the U

nited States operates today under the false concept 
of co-equal pow

ers, of three parties vying for control of absolute 
pow

er, m
eans that a void in one part w

ill induce the other tw
o to 

jum
p in to fill it. 

T
hus, congressional term

 lim
its w

ould shift governm
ental 

pow
er away from

 voter control and over to unelected 
bureaucrats—

the very definition of tyranny and necessarily a 
recipe for disaster. 

O
ur country w

as built upon legislative representation, the 
fundam

ental building block of the U
nion, for a reason.  

Legislative representation rests on the voters of each State and 
district deciding who they w

ant to represent them
, and ultim

ately 
for how

 m
any term

s. 
17 

 
It should be noted, how

ever, that V
irginia’s parcel of land—

Alexandria (south and w
est of the Potom

ac R
iver)—

ceded in 
1791 to C

ongress for the D
istrict Seat, w

as retroceded back to 
that State in 1846, because it w

asn’t needed.  T
oday, only the 

form
er lands of M

aryland north and east of the Potom
ac m

ake up 
the D

istrict of C
olum

bia. 

T
his transfer of unique pow

er thus involves a particular State 
“throw

ing the ball” at C
ongress, so to speak—

offering to cede a 
particular parcel, for a particular use.  O

nce m
em

bers of C
ongress 

“catch the ball,” and approve of the cession, the pow
er is 

transferred. 

T
he process for ceding lands in particular States for exclusive-

legislation-area “Forts, M
agazines, Arsenals, dock-Yard and other 

needful Buildings” follow
 the sam

e cession process as does the 
D

istrict Seat, in the affected States and C
ongress.  W

hile the 
forts, m

agazines, arsenals and dockyards are self-explanatory, the 
“other needful Buildings” isn’t necessarily, and m

ost often refers 
to Post O

ffices and federal court houses. 11 

11.  Please note that only about one-third of arm
y and naval bases, 

and one-tenth of A
ir Force bases, are found on exclusive legislation 

grounds (the federal governm
ent in other instances is just the 

landow
ner, w

ith the respective States still m
aintaining local governing 

authority over these m
ilitary lands). 
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T
hese w

ords confirm
 that M

aryland’s law
 w

ould “cease and 
determ

ine” (stop and term
inate) once C

ongress accepted the land 
as the perm

anent federal seat and began to govern the area (w
hich 

acceptance w
as scheduled in 1790, for the first M

onday in 
D

ecem
ber, 1800 [after the lands w

ere platted, roads built and 
buildings constructed, and governm

ent began in the D
istrict]). 14 

U
nderstanding the Article V

II ratification and Article V
 

am
endm

ent processes m
ore fully helps explain the fundam

ental 
differences as com

pared w
ith Article I cessions. 

O
nce the States ratified the U

.S. C
onstitution under Article 

V
II, the enum

erated pow
ers therein delineated for exercise 

throughout the U
nion w

ere w
ithdraw

n from
 State authority, and 

given over to m
em

bers of C
ongress and federal officials. 

And, likew
ise, later increases to federal pow

ers by and under 
the am

endm
ent process, also necessarily com

e out of the pow
ers 

the States had otherw
ise earlier reserved to them

selves, after they 
had ratified the original portion of the C

onstitution (and after 
any earlier-ratified am

endm
ents). 

Again, it is critical to realize that both the original ratification 
of the C

onstitution and all later-ratified am
endm

ents, both 
transfer only nam

ed pow
ers, from

 the States, to the federal 
governm

ent (w
hile realizing that am

endm
ents m

ay also pull back 
federal pow

ers that w
ere earlier given). 

But, the cessions of exclusive legislative jurisdiction are 
com

pletely different.  N
ot only do Article I cessions transfer all 

rem
aining State authority over to the federal governm

ent, Article 
I cessions actually transfer the ability to govern, in the first place, 
going back to a sovereign level (w

here the pow
er to govern rests). 

14.  See: Volum
e 1, Statutes at Large, Page 130.  July 16, 1790 &

 
also see; 2 Stat. 103.  February 27, 1801. 

Virginia’s cession A
ct w

as structured the sam
e, w

ith the sam
e result. 
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P
A

R
T

 T
H

R
EE—

T
he C

ure 

W
hat W

on’t W
ork 

Before investigating the cure for the single political problem
 

that w
e face federally, perhaps it is appropriate to discuss, w

hat 
w

on’t w
ork. 

W
hat w

on’t w
ork to restore our Am

erican R
epublic is 

continuing our near-absolute reliance on voting and elections—
D

em
ocracy. 

T
his approach, w

hich consum
es nearly 100%

 of m
ost 

people’s political efforts, is doom
ed to failure, because it 

necessarily relies upon the false prem
ise that election w

inners m
ay 

steer the federal governm
ent in a path of their ow

n choosing, 
even a path contrary to the U

.S. C
onstitution. 

T
he Progressive Left has long been using pure D

em
ocracy of 

inherent pow
er to push tow

ard the destruction of society, to 
m

ake things so bad, that all sides and every political division w
ill 

finally agree that the C
onstitution is broken and that w

e m
ust 

start over. 

U
nfortunately, too m

any conservatives seek m
ethods not too 

dissim
ilar (because, as the Left has long been successful pushing 

the country further left, the R
ight trends along right behind it, 

m
aking the choice of picking the lesser of tw

o evils hardy 
enticing), even if they tend closer to the target. 

W
hat m

ust be ignored are the pleas to push for vast 
constitutional changes, including dozens of am

endm
ents.  T

he 
call for a grocery list of am

endm
ents provides com

pelling 
evidence that the person pushing such nonsense fails to grasp 
w

hat w
e actually face. 

T
o use a m

etaphor in our hunt for truth, w
e need a “sniper 

bullet” approach, on target, precisely; not a “shotgun” approach, 
that leads to a lot of casualties, including innocent victim

s. 
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T
he shotgun approach, after all, is a reversal of our proper 

R
epublican Form

 of G
overnm

ent, of enum
erated powers 

exercised with necessary and proper m
eans. 

O
ur true and correct federal governm

ent cannot do anything, 
directly, for the U

nion, except those things expressly enum
erated 

and im
plem

ented using necessary and proper m
eans.  T

hus, to 
restore our R

epublic, w
e m

ust expose the fraud that has taken us 
off our proper path, rather than try and ratify a so-called “Bill of 
R

ights, on steroids.” 

A vast listing of express things the governm
ent cannot do —

the Bill of R
ights, on steroids, is a fool’s golden idol and an 

unholy grail.  It is based upon a radical reversal of the truth, w
ith 

proponents thinking a lie w
ill save them

. 

Alw
ays ask the question—

better than w
hat?  Better than now

, 
or better than our constitutional ideal? W

e can have our ideal, 
once w

e realize how
 w

e w
ere tricked and take a few

 relatively 
m

inor corrective steps to restore lim
ited governm

ent. 

Seeking a m
ultitude of am

endm
ents to lim

it future federal 
actions gives up our C

onstitutional R
epublic of enum

erated 
pow

ers—
and accepts in its place, D

em
ocracy of unlim

ited pow
er, 

except as prohibited.  T
hat is H

am
ilton’s gam

e plan, in a 
nutshell.  Patriots should never follow

 H
am

ilton’s lead, because 
they w

ill lose our R
epublic of lim

ited pow
ers in the process. 

Instead, w
e m

ust throw
 off all of im

proper governm
ent.  W

e 
can never accept 200 years of im

proper governm
ent action, as the 

proper starting place for needed governm
ental reform

!  

Left to their ow
n devices, D

em
ocrats push for a great 

rew
riting of the C

onstitution, to som
ething unrecognizable.  

Leftists w
ant to throw

 out G
od and throw

 off G
od’s Law

, and 
im

plem
ent their ow

n law
, m

ade in their ow
n im

age, w
ith them

 
ruling from

 on high. 
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T
he first proof is the constitutional requirem

ent itself, found 
in said C

lause 17, that details that “C
ongress shall have 

Pow
er…

T
o exercise exclusive Legislation in all C

ases 
w

hatsoever.” 

Should there be a case w
here the ceding State could later 

exercise governing authority in the D
istrict, then C

ongress w
ould 

not have “exclusive” pow
er to legislate “in all C

ases w
hatsoever,” 

as the C
onstitution m

andates for the D
istrict Seat. 

T
he cession Acts them

selves additionally prove the com
plete 

cession of pow
er in the case of the D

istrict Seat, w
ithout 

reservations of any rem
aining State authority lingering past the 

cession, w
hatsoever. 

For instance, in its D
ecem

ber 19, 1791 cession Act, the 
M

aryland State legislature: 

“forever ceded and relinquished to the C
ongress 

and G
overnm

ent of the U
nited S

tates [the lands of 
C

olum
bia] in full and absolute right and exclusive 

jurisdiction, as w
ell of soil as of persons residing or to 

reside thereon.” 12 

By these w
ords, M

aryland’s cession Act ceded parcels of land 
and the legal jurisdiction over all persons and property therein, to 
C

ongress and the U
.S. G

overnm
ent (subject to claim

s of private 
property ow

ners, under em
inent dom

ain, if need be). 13 

T
he M

aryland cession Act also detailed: 

“the jurisdiction of the law
s of this state, over the 

persons and property of individuals residing w
ithin the 

lim
its of the cession aforesaid, shall not cease or 

determ
ine until C

ongress shall by law
 provide for the 

governm
ent thereof.” 12 

12.  Archives of M
aryland, V

olum
e 0204, Page 0572 - Law

s of 
M

aryland 1785-1791  (@
 C

hapter XLV, Section II [Page 573]). 

13...https://founders.archives.gov/?q=stoddart%
20&

r=12&
s=1

111311113&
sr=  
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G
iven the depth and breadth of ram

ifications involved in 
these Article I cessions, further exam

ination into them
 is 

necessary. 

T
he tw

o m
ajor transfer m

echanism
s covered (Article V

II and 
Article V

 ratifications as the prim
ary transfer m

echanism
, and 

Article I cessions as the odd alternate), rest at opposing ends of a 
political spectrum

.  

Article I cessions of exclusive legislation authority are the 
com

plete abdication and w
ithdraw

al of governing authority 
(unless specific reservations w

ere excluded), m
uch like a treaty 

follow
ing the conclusion of w

ar, w
here the losing party gives up 

all claim
s of any continued ability to govern thereafter in the 

disputed area). 

Exam
ination of the Paris Peace T

reaty, ending the 
R

evolutionary W
ar, helps prove the sim

ilarities. 

In the 1783 peace treaty, K
ing G

eorge III, through his 
m

inister, explicitly stated that:

“H
is B

rittanic M
ajesty acknow

ledges the said 
U

nited S
tates, viz., N

ew
 H

am
pshire, M

assachusetts 
B

ay, R
hode Island and P

rovidence P
lantations, 

C
onnecticut, N

ew
 Y

ork, N
ew

 Jersey, P
ennsylvania, 

M
aryland, V

irginia, N
orth C

arolina, S
outh C

arolina and 
G

eorgia, to be free sovereign and independent states, 
that he treats w

ith them
 as such, and for him

self, his 
heirs, and successors, relinquishes all claim

s to the 
governm

ent, propriety, and territorial rights of the sam
e 

and every part thereof.” 15 

 Im
portantly, the British king “relinquishes all claim

s to the 
governm

ent, propriety, and territorial rights” that he once had in 
and over the 13 form

er British colonies in N
orth Am

erica, giving 
them

 up to the U
nited States, severally. 

 15.  https://avalon.law
.yale.edu/18th_century/paris.asp 
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O
f course, the m

ulti-trillion-dollar question the justices 
intentionally left obscure in C

ohens w
as the extent to w

hich these 
law

s of the U
nited States under C

lause 17 actually bind the 
States, w

hich, w
ill be covered, m

om
entarily. 

C
hief Justice John M

arshall established this court-approved 
deviation, aw

ay from
 the Fram

ers’ plan of the C
onstitution, to 

follow
 H

am
ilton’s vision.  And, that is w

here w
e find ourselves 

today, far dow
n that bum

py road. 

Establishing this standard of inherent discretion, via Suprem
e 

C
ourt precedent, m

eant once the U
nited States w

ere several 
generations aw

ay from
 the Fram

ers and Founders, those w
ho 

pushed for absolute governm
ent control could surreptitiously 

begin their progressive m
arch forw

ard tow
ard absolute 

governm
ent discretion practiced throughout the U

nion. 

T
he dirty little secret behind decades and centuries of 

convoluted court rulings and incoherent law
s all point to this 

absolute necessity to obscure the truth, because Am
ericans m

ay 
only be bound by lies. Federal servants m

ay only becom
e our 

political m
asters by deception.  T

ruth, how
ever, sets citizens free. 

T
hat is w

hy one finds such obtuse and contradictory C
ourt 

opinions such as the 2019 non-delegation case m
entioned earlier.  

T
he C

ourt’s convolutions keep those not needing to know
 from

 
ever figuring out w

hat in the w
orld is actually going on. 
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W
hile the first portion of C

lause 17 allow
s cession of land 

and governing authority by particular States for the D
istrict Seat, 

the second portion of C
lause 17 allow

s for cessions of “like 
Authority” for forts, m

agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other 
needful building s. 

It should be m
entioned that it w

as com
m

on in these 
secondary instances, for ceding States to hold unto them

selves the 
express pow

er to serve legal process in the ceded area, even after 
cession and acceptance (allow

ing the State to serve sum
m

ons, 
etc., in otherw

ise exclusive legislation jurisdiction forts, 
m

agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other needful buildings). 

Even w
ith this explicit reservation of a nam

ed pow
er, 

how
ever, one m

ust realize this is yet opposite of the transfers of 
governing pow

er in norm
al ratification or subsequent 

am
endm

ent processes (that transfer the nam
ed pow

ers and reserve 
all others). 

In Article I cessions involving forts, m
agazines, arsenals, 

dockyards and other needful buildings, only the explicitly-
reserved pow

ers are kept by the ceding State and all other pow
ers 

are transferred (in the Article I cessions for the D
istrict Seat, no 

pow
ers w

ere reserved). 

Accordingly, Article I transfers of exclusive federal authority 
are fundam

entally opposite the Article V
II ratification and Article 

V
 am

endm
ent processes. 

Article V
II and Article V

 ratifications follow
 the norm

al 
tem

plate for a R
epublican Form

 of G
overnm

ent—
of enum

erated 
pow

ers that m
ay be exercised using necessary and proper m

eans.  
Article I cessions, how

ever, allow
 the exercise of inherent 

discretion for m
em

bers of C
ongress as they see fit, except as the 

C
onstitution otherw

ise prohibits them
 from

 acting. 

And, thus begins the m
arch of T

he Adm
inistrative State. 
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T
he differences in allow

able governm
ent action, for the U

nion 
and D

istrict Seat, stand at opposing ends of the political spectrum
. 

T
he pow

er available for exercise throughout the U
nion—

using necessary and proper m
eans to pursue enum

erated ends—
is 

the m
ost lim

ited form
 of governm

ent on the planet. 

H
ow

ever, the ability to exercise inherent governm
ent pow

er 
in the D

istrict Seat, that need only avoid express prohibitions 
elsew

here listed, is the m
ost oppressive in the know

n w
orld. 

O
nly one clause of one C

onstitution even discusses the 
available pow

er for the D
istrict Seat and it expressly details that 

“C
ongress shall have Pow

er…
T

o exercise exclusive Legislation in 
all C

ases whatsoever.” 

W
ith the realization that the “D

istrict Seat” is N
O

T
 a “State” 

com
es the realization that D

istrict residents are neither 
represented in C

ongress, because only “States” elect U
.S. 

R
epresentatives and U

.S. Senators. 16 

T
hat not even the m

ost basic protections against tyranny—
legislative representation—

is secured in the D
istrict Seat, show

s 
just how

 different is this exclusive legislation pow
er, opposing 

even the fundam
ental nature of Am

erican governm
ent. 

Indeed, the D
eclaration of Independence refers to legislative 

representation as “a right inestim
able” to the Am

erican people 
(being so im

portant, that its true estim
ation or w

orth cannot be 
determ

ined) and all calls for its abolition are “form
idable to 

tyrants only” (to seek its abolition is tyranny).  G
iven the 

im
portance of this exclusive legislation pow

er, it is necessary to 
exam

ine it further, to understand just how
 extensive is its aw

e-
inspiring pow

er. 

O
ne m

ust realize that m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ay not only 
m

ake up the rules in the D
istrict Seat as they go, but they m

ust  

16.  See A
rticle I, Sections 2 and 3 of the U

.S. C
onstitution. 
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M
arshall w

illingly sacrificed the brothers, even as he 
nevertheless found his m

eans to support his desired outcom
e.  

If M
arshall had openly ruled for the C

ohens brothers, then 
V

irginia and the rest of the States could sim
ply have follow

ed 
their strategy for the Eleventh Am

endm
ent and im

m
ediately 

pursued an am
endm

ent to foreclose this horrible path, forever. 

So, M
arshall and his cohorts on the bench necessarily took 

the scoundrels’ approach, for it w
as the only one they had left.  

T
he scandalous M

arshall nom
inally ruled for V

irginia, against the 
brothers, but only to the extent as saying, that C

ongress didn’t 
intend to bind the States in this particular case. 

H
is w

as a brilliant m
ove, from

 an absolutely devilish 
standpoint.  H

e supported inherent discretion, now m
ade even 

m
ore discretionary—

even arbitrary and capricious, in fact. 

M
arshall established an obscure path for expanding D

.C
.-

based law
s, far beyond their rightful confines, so those w

ithout a 
m

oral com
pass, could exploit it at w

ill, at any point in the future. 

By saying that C
ongress didn’t intend in this case to bind the 

States, the C
ourt nom

inally ruled for V
irginia, stopping the 

C
ohens brothers from

 selling D
.C

. lottery tickets in V
irginia. 

V
irginia had no objection to the C

ourt’s opinion.  After all, 
w

hy or how
 w

ould V
irginia oppose the ruling it had just w

on? 

By saying C
ongress did not intend in the present case to bind 

the States w
ith this C

lause 17-based law
, M

arshall nevertheless set 
the precedent, by official Suprem

e C
ourt ruling, that C

ongress 
could bind the States, via C

lause 17, whenever they intended. 

And, since the standard of C
ongressional intent w

as clearly 
laid out in C

ohens—
for the States being bound by C

lause 17-
based law

s whenever C
ongress intended it—

then no future court 
case needed again to overtly restate this vital principle.  Future 
courts could now follow C

ohens without expressly citing. 
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Instead, future courts could just m
ake up a bunch of 

confusing, contradictory, and im
possible-to-follow

 rulings, but 
actually rule according to C

ohens. 

C
ohens, as an opinion decided by the highest court in the 

land, laid out the horrendous principle that an arbitrary C
ongress 

could intend to bind the States under C
lause 17-based law

s, 
whenever m

em
bers intended to bind them

. 

C
ohens could only be overturned by a future Suprem

e C
ourt 

ruling or a properly-proposed and ratified am
endm

ent.  But, 
absent either of those, governm

ent officials could now
 do as they 

pleased. 

T
he secret of future success, laid only in keeping quiet that 

w
hich w

as hidden. 

M
em

bers of C
ongress need only w

rite vague and 
contradictory law

s under C
lause 17, and governm

ent officials 
could do largely w

hat they w
anted, seeking to enrich them

selves 
and their friends w

ith unfathom
able w

ealth and pow
er. 

Follow
ing M

arshall’s Tyranny Trifecta—
1803 M

arbury, 
1819 M

cC
ulloch, and 1821 C

ohens—
w

ithout ever disclosing 
w

hat w
as going on behind the scenes, T

he Adm
inistrative State 

w
as thus freed to grow

 and blossom
. 

Ignorance of the law
 being no excuse m

eant defendants w
ho 

failed to bring up the proper argum
ents w

ould lose their cases.  
And, sadly, so m

any defendants have lost their cases, because they 
never knew

 w
hat the C

ourt and C
ongress w

ere doing. 

T
he vital precedent put into place by M

arshall in C
ohens 

established the standard of law
s enacted by C

ongress under 
C

lause 17 w
ould bind the States, w

henever the C
ourt held 

m
em

bers of C
ongress intended to bind the States, w

hich turned 
out to be, whenever the defendants didn’t know how or what to 
argue. 
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T
he peace treaty does not read that the king sim

ply gives his 
express governing pow

ers to the U
nited States, but that he gives 

up his claim
s and ability to exercise governing authority over said 

lands. 

In the sam
e m

anner as the original States aren’t today bound 
by British-enacted law

s or the (unw
ritten) British constitution, 

per se, m
em

bers of C
ongress are not bound by M

aryland’s form
er 

legislative Acts or by the M
aryland State C

onstitution.  Federal 
servants have a clean slate of pow

ers available for the D
istrict Seat. 

W
hich brings forw

ard additional im
plications.  T

he U
.S. 

C
onstitution has express prohibitions against “States,” such as 

those found in Article I, Section 10.  

W
hen the U

.S. C
onstitution places express prohibitions on 

“States”—
keeping them

 from
 doing such things as coining 

m
oney, em

itting bills of credit (paper currency), or m
aking 

anything besides gold and silver coin a tender in paym
ent of 

debts—
these express prohibitions do not apply in the D

istrict of 
C

olum
bia, because the “D

istrict” is not a “State” and m
em

bers of 
C

ongress are not State legislators. 

W
hile m

em
bers of C

ongress m
ay not em

it bills of credit for 
the U

nion under their enum
erated pow

er to coin m
oney (because 

these are not necessary and proper m
eans to enum

erated ends [as 
correctly ruled by three U

.S. Suprem
e C

ourt opinions]), they 
m

ay, how
ever, do w

hatever isn’t prohibited in the D
istrict Seat.  

T
hus, m

em
bers of C

ongress break no express prohibitions and 
they do not violate any express constitutional principle w

hen they 
em

it a paper currency under C
lause 17 for the D

istrict Seat. 

W
hile m

em
bers of C

ongress m
ay not perform

 actions 
throughout the U

nion beyond those enum
erated, exercised using 

necessary and proper m
eans, m

em
bers m

ay nevertheless do 
whatever they want in the D

istrict Seat, except those things 
expressly prohibited. 
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T
his 13

th paragraph is itself broken up into nine sub-
paragraphs, each beginning w

ith the w
ord “For…

” T
he last of 

those nine sub-paragraphs reads: 

“F
or suspending our ow

n Legislatures, and 
declaring them

selves invested w
ith pow

er to legislate 
for us in all cases w

hatsoever.” 

Since all nine of the sub-paragraphs refer to “Acts of 
pretended Legislation” im

posed by the British K
ing and 

Parliam
ent, it is appropriate to exam

ine applicable British 
legislation. 

In 1765, G
reat Britain im

posed upon her British colonies in 
N

orth Am
erica, a Stam

p T
ax.  T

his m
ild tax w

as im
posed upon 

docum
ents found in the Am

erican colonies—
on property deeds, 

court docum
ents, business invoices, bills of lading, new

spapers, 
pam

phlets, and even on dice and playing cards.  

T
he im

position of this tax im
posed upon the Am

erican 
colonists by British Parliam

ent—
w

here colonists w
ere not 

represented—
led to colonial uproar.  R

ecall the colonial chant, 
“T

axation without Representation.”  Again, representation is the 
key feature of Am

erican governm
ent, even from

 its beginning. 

U
p to this point in tim

e, the colonial legislatures (consisting 
of the colonists them

selves) had im
posed their ow

n internal taxes 
for their ow

n dom
estic issues, w

hile legislation in British 
Parliam

ent that affected the colonies predom
inantly dealt w

ith 
external m

atters relating to w
ar and external trade. 

In response to this 1765 Stam
p T

ax, the Am
erican colonists 

w
rote petitions, rem

onstrances, and protests, to the king and 
Parliam

ent, that w
ent sum

m
arily ignored. 

Seeking to have their voices heard, the colonists did the only 
thing they figured out to do—

they agreed w
ith one another to 

support non-im
portation agreem

ents—
agreeing to refrain from

 
purchasing specified goods im

ported from
 G

reat Britain. 

83 

O
nly by repealing C

ohens can w
e end the individual fights—

until then, one w
ill need to defend against unlim

ited governm
ent 

pow
er, anytim

e one is individually and personally confronted. 

T
he C

onstitution’s Suprem
acy C

lause—
Article V

I, C
lause 

2—
expressly reads:  

“T
his C

onstitution, and the Law
s of the U

nited 
S

tates w
hich shall be m

ade in P
ursuance thereof; and 

all T
reaties m

ade, or w
hich shall be m

ade, under the 
A

uthority of the U
nited S

tates, shall be the suprem
e 

Law
 of the Land; and the Judges in every S

tate shall 
be bound thereby, any T

hing in the C
onstitution or 

Law
s of any S

tate to the C
ontrary notw

ithstanding.” 

T
his statem

ent is one of the m
ost basic and fundam

ental of 
all propositions.  It is referred to constantly, especially by 
conservatives and strict constructionists.  N

othing else trum
ps it.  

N
o law

 of C
ongress, no Presidential action, and no ruling of the 

C
ourt can violate the suprem

e Law
 of the Land. 

O
nly law

s enacted in pursuance of the C
onstitution are 

constitutional.  Everything else necessarily bow
s before the 

suprem
e Law

 of the Land. 

Yet, despite their understanding, strict constructionists still 
accept that the false appearance of reality, that the Suprem

e 
C

ourt m
ay redefine term

s found in the C
onstitution, to give 

federal authorities new
 pow

ers, for exercise, everyw
here.  

C
onservatives, at best, only w

eakly object, repeating an im
potent 

assertion of “unconstitutional” governm
ent behavior. 

Am
ericans are being snookered because no one even 

acknow
ledges the existence of w

hat am
ounts to a second 

rulebook. 

T
he first rulebook is obviously the w

hole of the C
onstitution, 

except one clause.  T
he second rulebook is that one clause, found 

w
ithin the first rulebook—

as its special exception—
ultim

ately 
creating its ow

n set of special rules. 
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T
he single rule of the second rulebook says m

em
bers of 

C
ongress and federal officials not only m

ay m
ake up the rest of 

the rules as they go along, but they m
ust m

ake up all the rest of 
the rules, as they go along, because now

here else are any rules ever 
given for the D

istrict Seat, at least beyond of few
 nam

ed 
prohibitions, such as are found in the Bill of R

ights. 

C
ohens v. V

irginia 

In 1821, the Suprem
e C

ourt case of C
ohens v. V

irginia 
solidified a path aw

ay from
 the w

hole C
onstitution, and pushed 

inherent discretion into overdrive. 

T
he C

ohens brothers of V
irginia had sold D

.C
.-based lottery 

tickets in their State, in contravention to V
irginia law

.  T
he 

lottery had been organized under an 1812 legislative Act of 
C

ongress for W
ashington, D

.C
. 47 

W
hen hauled into court, the brothers asserted the Act—

being 
an Act of C

ongress and signed into law
 by the President—

w
as a 

law
 binding upon the States. 

V
irginia argued law

s enacted by C
ongress under C

lause 17 for 
the D

istrict Seat w
eren’t law

s of the U
nited States.  O

r, even if 
they w

ere yet law
s of the U

nited States, they certainly w
ere not 

part of the suprem
e Law

 of the Land that bound the States. 

C
hief John M

arshall found him
self som

ew
hat in a quandary.  

H
e knew

 he had to rule in a w
ay that w

ould ultim
ately support 

the brother’s position, even as he felt no com
punction to actually 

rule for them
.  H

e just knew
 it w

as essential for his long-term
 

plans that he later be able to tap into that fount of inherent 
discretion for the w

hole country, w
hich H

am
ilton began setting 

up in 1791 and that M
arshall had been supporting since at least 

1803.  

47.  2 Stat. 721.  M
ay 4, 1812. Section 6: “the said corporation 

shall have full pow
er and authority…

to authorize the draw
ing of 

lotteries for effecting any im
portant im

provem
ent in the city…

” 

25 

m
ake up the rules as they go along, for there are no other rules 

anywhere to be found. 

Indeed, there are no operational param
eters or even guidelines 

for the D
istrict Seat found in any State C

onstitution, State-like or 
D

istrict C
onstitution, that are applicable in the D

istrict Seat (for 
no local C

onstitution therein exists). 

And, the U
.S. C

onstitution only has one clause that 
specifically addresses the unusual pow

ers therein allow
ed, and it 

specifically details that m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ay exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases w

hatsoever. 

C
lause 17 is therefore like a m

agical genie lam
p, but a lam

p 
so pow

erful that it grants its m
aster[s] unlim

ited w
ishes, rather 

than just three. 

T
o prove this assertion, concentrate on the four-w

ord phrase 
“in all C

ases w
hatsoever.” 

T
he m

ost persistent and careful student of early Am
erican 

history should perhaps recognize this phrase, because it is found, 
verbatim

, in our D
eclaration of Independence. 

But, it should strike readers as rather odd that the sam
e 

phrase found in the D
eclaration of Independence (the docum

ent 
w

hich pointed to the fundam
ental problem

 faced by the 
Am

erican colonists) is also found in the U
.S. C

onstitution (that 
w

as ultim
ately crafted to help rectify the problem

). 

N
um

erous paragraphs in the m
iddle of the D

eclaration begin 
w

ith the phrase “H
e has…

”  T
hese paragraphs list the various 

injuries and usurpations of the British king, to prove his tyranny 
and absolute despotism

.  

T
he 13

th of these “H
e has” paragraph discusses British “Acts 

of pretended Legislation.” 
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W
ithout the colonists’ consent and even against their w

ill, 
G

reat Britain specifically declared the overt pow
er to bind the 

colonists, in all cases w
hatsoever. 

T
hus, these four w

ords—
in all cases whatsoever—

found in 
our D

eclaration of Independence, ultim
ately sum

m
arize the 

single political problem
 faced by the Am

erican colonists in the 
troublesom

e decade betw
een 1766 and 1776. 

If one thinks about it, one w
ill realize that all other injuries 

and usurpations listed in the D
eclaration of Independence are but 

various sym
ptom

s of this single political problem
.  T

he Am
erican 

colonists faced one issue—
governm

ent officials seeking to rule 
over them

, absolutely, in all cases w
hatsoever. 

T
he turbulent decade of 1766-1776 w

as the direct result of 
G

reat Britain proclaim
ing the absolute pow

er to bind the 
Am

erican colonists w
ithout their consent and against their w

ill, in 
all cases w

hatsoever, and then carrying out the totalitarian claim
, 

in every instance presenting itself. 

H
ow

 this claim
 of absolute governm

ent dom
inion played out 

in any particular circum
stance w

as ultim
ately im

m
aterial. 

18.  The extent to w
hich law

 in 1766 could “bind” people—
as 

declared in Britain’s 1766 D
eclaratory A

ct—
m

ust be understood. 

The U
.S. C

onstitution of 1787 uses the sim
ilar term

—
“bound”—

 
for indentured servants and slaves.  The C

onstitution refers to 
indentured servants as persons “bound” or held “to Service,” w

hile it 
referred to slaves as those persons bound or “held to…

Labour.”
18b 

That Britain’s 1766 D
eclaratory A

ct specifically stated that the 
British governm

ent could “bind the colonies and people of A
m

erica…
” 

therefore show
s that “bound” colonists w

ould be legally equivalent to 
indentured servants and slaves, in the eyes of British governm

ent. 

18b.  See: A
rticle I, Section 2, C

lause 3 and A
rt. IV, Sect. 2, C

l. 3. 

19.  https://w
w

w
.consource.org/docum

ent/constitution-of-south-
carolina-1776-3-26/  
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People are tragically m
istaken if they think voting and 

elections—
D

em
ocracy—

can save our C
onstitutional R

epublic.  
W

e cannot restore liberty and lim
ited governm

ent in a piecem
eal, 

step-by-step basis, repealing one im
proper law

 here and 
overriding a given Suprem

e C
ourt case there, by electing angels 

w
ho continue to exercise unlim

ited pow
ers.  Indeed, so m

any 
w

ould-be angels becom
e devils, precisely through the exercise of 

absolute authority, w
ith its corrupting influence on m

ortal m
an. 

W
e m

ust instead contain or repeal the corrupting of our 
System

 of G
overnm

ent—
the corrupting of our R

epublican Form
 

of G
overnm

ent, of enum
erated pow

ers, exercised using only 
necessary and proper m

eans, w
here every person exercising 

delegated federal pow
ers m

ust sw
ear an oath to support the 

C
onstitution. 

Alw
ays keep centered in one’s m

ind that no person w
ho 

exercises delegated federal pow
ers m

ay change their ow
n 

authority—
or that of their friends, or enem

ies—
for exercise 

throughout the U
nion. 

N
o m

em
ber of C

ongress or federal official w
ho is delegated 

enum
erated pow

ers and w
ho sw

ears an oath to support the 
C

onstitution m
ay change the C

onstitution in any w
ay, shape, or 

form
.  Any deviation from

 this fundam
ental truth necessarily rests 

on a pack of lies and deceit, resting upon D
.C

. pow
er. 

T
he m

oral of this particular story is w
e citizens ignore this 

fundam
ental requirem

ent—
the oath to support the 

C
onstitution—

at our peril, because, in the end, it is all that 
m

atters.  N
othing any federal servant does m

ay ever supersede the 
C

onstitution—
their oath proves it. 

T
hey m

ay only sidestep the C
onstitution, where and how the 

C
onstitution itself allows the sidestepping. 

And, the C
onstitution only allow

s a sidestepping of the 
enum

erated pow
ers and lim

itations under the D
istrict Seat 
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pow
er, and the pow

er available for use in other exclusive 
legislative lands ceded throughout the U

nion, and used for forts, 
m

agazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings. 

Patriots m
ust quit living in a fictional, m

ake-believe w
orld, 

w
here false appearances supposedly trum

p reality. 

C
onservatives need to stop ignoring reality and start paying 

attention to it, so they can fight the fiction that our opponents 
spout, in their attem

pt to pull off their absolute rule throughout 
the U

nion, for im
m

ense personal gain. 

It is up to each of us to pull back the curtain and rediscover 
the truth hidden from

 us, because w
e have been living in their 

m
ake-believe fairyland, foolishly believing in fairytales.  W

e m
ust 

get back to reality and learn to stay there.  W
e m

ust dig past 
appearances and instead seek the truth. 

G
iven C

ohens, until it is overturned, each person confronted 
w

ith unlim
ited-pow

er governm
ent m

ust fight it, individually, on 
a case-by-case basis. 

T
o com

bat H
am

ilton’s political heirs now
, one m

ust 
appropriately narrow

 one’s assertion, and assert that om
inous 

federal actions are unconstitutional as applied to the current facts 
of a properly-narrow

ed case, and argue one’s case, precisely. 

But, the practical reality of each person becom
ing a 

constitutional scholar to fight off tyranny, individually, is as 
im

practical as it is unrealistic. 

And, thus explains the ultim
ate need for a constitutional 

am
endm

ent, to overturn C
ohens, as w

e perm
anently seek to 

rem
ove the inherent contradiction betw

een the C
onstitution’s 

letter and spirit and bring them
 into harm

ony. 

Am
ending the C

onstitution and overturning C
ohens w

ill 
rem

edy the situation, once and for all, fully, for everyone, 
perm

anently. 

27 

As the goods exported from
 G

reat Britain in British m
erchant 

ships w
ent unsold in the colonies, the heavily-im

pacted British 
m

erchants (w
ho w

ere represented in Parliam
ent) found only 

unw
illing buyers, so they began pressuring Parliam

ent to back off, 
so that the colonists w

ould resum
e their purchases. 

By w
illingly suffering deprivation and learning to do w

ithout, 
the colonists found their leverage. 

O
n M

arch 18, 1766, G
reat Britain finally repealed the 

dreaded Stam
p Act, but not w

ithout—
on the sam

e day—
m

aking 
a declaration of her ow

n, for the Am
erican colonies. 

T
he British D

eclaratory Act said: 

“T
hat the said colonies and plantations in A

m
erica 

have been, are, and of right ought to be, subordinate 
unto, and dependent upon the im

perial crow
n and 

parliam
ent of G

reat B
ritain; and that the K

ing's m
ajesty, 

by and w
ith the advice and consent of…

parliam
ent…

 
had, hath, and of right ought to have, full pow

er and 
authority to m

ake law
s…

of sufficient force and validity 
to bind the colonies and people of A

m
erica, subjects of 

the crow
n of G

reat B
ritain, in all cases w

hatsoever.” 17 

H
ere one finds the origin of the four-w

ord phrase found in 
our D

eclaration of Independence and ultim
ately even our U

.S. 
C

onstitution—
in all cases whatsoever. 

Britain’s 1766 D
eclaratory Act references inherent pow

er—
“full pow

er and authority”—
to “bind” the Am

erican colonists, 
“ in all cases whatsoever.”

18 

South C
arolina’s 1776 State C

onstitution provides additional 
insight into this phrase, as its opening line speaks of the British 
claim

 to bind the Am
erican colonists “in all cases w

hatsoever,” 
but adding “without their consent and against their will.”

19 

17.https://avalon.law
.yale.edu/18th_century/declaratory_act_176

6.asp 
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understand it, w
e m

ay take a few
 m

inor steps to resolve it, once 
and for all or happily-ever-after. 

Indeed, Am
ericans m

ust realize that all governm
ent servants 

w
ho exercise delegated federal pow

ers, m
ust already sw

ear an oath 
(or give an affirm

ation) to support the C
onstitution (or w

ork 
under a superior, w

ho has already sw
orn that oath). 21 

Every elected m
em

ber of C
ongress, every elected President 

and V
ice President, and every appointed officer, m

ust give their 
oath, directly acknow

ledging that they stand inferior to the 
C

onstitution they individually sw
ear to support. 

N
othing any m

em
ber of C

ongress, any President, or any 
Suprem

e C
ourt justice, or all of them

 com
bined, m

ay ever do, or 
have ever done, now

 or at any tim
e or all tim

es in the past, m
ay 

ever change the C
onstitution—

their oath and the Article V
 

am
endm

ent process prove it (only ratified am
endm

ents change 
the C

onstitution and only States ratify am
endm

ents). 

T
herefore, everything done beyond strict construction of the 

w
hole C

onstitution—
since the founding of our R

epublic—
m

ay 
thus be swept away, in one fell swoop—

once w
e understand w

hat 
w

e face and respond appropriately! 

But first, further study is necessary, to prove that assertion. 

Facially-U
nconstitutional vs. U

nconstitutional “A
s A

pplied” 
in a Particular C

ase 

T
here are likely few

 patriots w
ho haven’t them

selves already 
claim

ed, even hundreds or thousands of tim
es, that various 

federal actions w
hich appear to exceed the enum

erated pow
ers of 

the C
onstitution, are “unconstitutional,” even after the court has 

approved them
.   

21.  Except the President, of course, w
ho m

ust take his ow
n special 

oath, to “preserve, protect and defend” the C
onstitution, and to 

“faithfully execute the O
ffice of President of the U

nited States.” 
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But, in the D
istrict of C

olum
bia—

w
here no State-like or 

D
istrict C

onstitution exists to define and enum
erate allow

ed 
pow

ers—
m

em
bers of C

ongress m
ay take w

ords otherw
ise found 

in the C
onstitution for the U

nion and use them
 differently for 

the D
istrict Seat . 

R
em

em
ber, no local D

istrict C
onstitution exists to define the 

param
eters for allow

ed action, so m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ust 
m

ake up their ow
n rules, as they go along. 

T
here is nothing preventing them

 from
 using w

ords 
otherw

ise found in the U
.S. C

onstitution, but defining them
 

differently, for the D
istrict Seat. 

All w
ords found in the C

onstitution but creatively redefined, 
m

ay have an altered m
eaning, only in the D

istrict of C
olum

bia or 
other exclusive legislation lands. 

T
ake, the w

ord “dollar,” as found in Article I, Section 9, for 
instance. 

T
he use of the term

 dollar by the U
nited States w

ithin the 
C

onstitution doesn’t restrict or prevent other jurisdictions from
 

around the w
orld from

 also having their ow
n dollars, which aren’t 

the sam
e . 

T
hus, C

anada, Australia, N
ew

 Z
ealand, H

ong K
ong, 

Barbados, Fiji, and som
e 15 other countries m

ay denom
inate 

their official currency in dollars, if they choose.  N
one of those 

foreign dollars are the sam
e as the Am

erican dollar. 

H
aving a coin of silver and gold called a dollar for the U

nion 
doesn’t either preclude the D

istrict of C
olum

bia from
 also having 

its ow
n dollar, w

hich is also separate from
 the coined Am

erican 
dollar.  An irredeem

able paper currency m
ay be legal tender in 

the D
istrict of C

olum
bia, but only in exclusive legislation areas. 
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T
he D

istrict Seat is not a State, so the express prohibition 
listed in Article I, Section 10, preventing States from

 em
itting 

Bills of C
redit—

paper currency—
cannot bind C

ongress for D
.C

. 

N
either is D

.C
. a State expressly prohibited from

 “m
aking 

any T
hing but gold and silver C

oin T
ender in Paym

ent of 
D

ebts.” 

W
hile m

em
bers of C

ongress cannot em
it a legal tender paper 

currency for the U
nion, because—

as the Suprem
e C

ourt correctly 
ruled three earlier tim

es—
it is not a necessary and proper m

eans 
for exercising an enum

erated end for the U
nion, m

em
bers m

ay 
yet do so for the D

istrict Seat.  And, carefully reading The Legal 
Tender C

ases show
s this understanding in the C

ourt’s ruling. 45 

Alexander H
am

ilton, in his January 28, 1791 T
reasury 

Secretary’s R
eport on the Establishm

ent of the M
int, told of 

people being m
ade “dupes of sounds,” by calling coins w

ith 
differing am

ounts of precious m
etals, the sam

e nam
e. 46 

R
edefining old w

ords w
ith new

 m
eanings has been going on 

for centuries—
confusing people w

ith legalese, to take aw
ay w

ith 
the sm

all print w
hat the big print appears to give. 

T
hat federal servants m

ay direct the future course of 
Am

erican governm
ent, aw

ay from
 the C

onstitution, w
hen they 

m
ay only exercise delegated pow

ers, m
istakes servants for the 

m
aster. 

45.  F
or additional inform

ation on the topic, please see M
att 

E
rickson’s public dom

ain books, U
nderstanding F

ederal 
T

yranny, M
onetary Law

s of the U
nited S

tates, D
ollars and 

nonC
ents, P

atriot Q
uest, and F

ighting B
ack against T

he 
D

ecree of ’33 , freely available electronically online at 
w

w
w

.P
atriotC

orps.org.  

46.  See M
onetary Law

s of the United States, Volum
e II, 

A
ppendix C

—
Reports, Page 79 @

 88.  w
w

w
.PatriotC

orps.org. 
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If one looks closely, one w
ill discover that w

e face today the 
sam

e fight as our forefathers did at our nation’s founding.  T
he 

only difference is now
 this sam

e absolute pow
er is being w

aged 
against us by our ow

n federal servants w
ho have effectively 

becom
e our political m

asters, by exploiting this unknow
n 

loophole w
ithout our know

ledge.  T
yrants still seek to bind us in 

all cases w
hatsoever, w

ithout our consent and against our w
ill. 

Federal servants have seized the sam
e foul reins of absolute 

pow
er, and they don’t m

ean to let go, as long as they m
ay hide 

w
hat they are doing, so w

e w
on’t be able to defend ourselves. 

It is our job to tip the scales of justice and rem
ove this option 

from
 tyrants, for w

e are not pow
erless, just like our forebears w

ere 
not w

ithout the m
eans and ability to throw

 off the tyrants w
ho 

sought to rule over them
. 

T
hankfully, today, how

ever, w
e do not need bullets—

only 
truth, adequately voiced.  T

he overt w
ar against this inherent 

pow
er to act “in all cases w

hatsoever” over every square foot of 
Am

erican soil w
as already fought and w

on, tw
o hundred and 

thirty-eight years ago. 

T
oday, this unique pow

er is directly allow
ed only in the 

D
istrict Seat and other exclusive federal areas used for forts, 

m
agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other needful buildings. 

It has only been allow
ed to “escape” from

 these exclusive 
legislation grounds, because w

e w
eren’t m

inding the fences, that 
long ago broke dow

n due to our ignorance and neglect. 

T
oday, w

e need only m
end the fences or tear dow

n the 
C

lause 17 corral, com
pletely. 20 

T
he only thing our current political “m

asters” fear is for 
citizens to learn w

hat it is that w
e face politically, for once w

e  

20.  See Part Three for recom
m

ended cures to restore our Republic. 
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Instead, in the era of C
lause 17, an alternate claim

 is the far 
better approach—

that a given federal action is unconstitutional 
“as applied” to the particular case being discussed, given a 
particular set of facts. 

T
his “as-applied” claim

 of unconstitutional governm
ent 

behavior m
ay readily acknow

ledge that a given action m
ay be 

allow
ed in one instance, or even in several instances, but not 

necessarily in the case before the court.  As long as the 
governm

ent isn’t operating in one of those allow
ed instances, 

then the individual m
ay m

ore-easily prove that governm
ent 

officials are acting beyond the scope of their authority, in the 
particular situation covered by a particular court case. 

W
hen m

em
bers of C

ongress and federal officials m
ay do 

anything and everything under said C
lause 17, except w

hat is 
expressly prohibited, a claim

ant w
ill only be able to successfully 

uphold a facial claim
 in one of those rare instances that are 

specifically prohibited. 

W
hen saying that federal servants m

ay do anything under the 
D

istrict Seat pow
er except w

here it is prohibited, it helps to know
 

w
hat an actual express prohibition looks like.  An exam

ple of an 
express prohibition m

ay be found in the First Am
endm

ent, for 
exam

ple, such as in the instance: 

“C
ongress shall m

ake no law
 respecting an 

establishm
ent of religion, or prohibiting the free 

exercise thereof.” 

Since this express prohibition is not place-sensitive, then not 
even in the D

istrict of C
olum

bia m
ay C

ongress establish a 
religious organization, even w

here m
em

bers otherw
ise have 

inherent pow
er to do as they please. 

O
ne m

ust realize that the originally-ratified U
.S. C

onstitution 
is not a com

pilation of negative prohibitions detailing the things 
the governm

ent m
ay not do (allow

ing everything else).  T
hat is 

actually Alexander H
am

ilton’s preferred form
 of governm

ent. 
77 

After centuries of propaganda, there is today hardly a 
conservative alive today w

ho doesn’t believe that Suprem
e C

ourt 
justices have redefined w

ords found in the C
onstitution to som

e 
new

 m
eaning for exercise throughout the U

nion, giving federal 
servants governm

ental pow
ers that the Fram

ers never intended. 

Instead, all that Suprem
e C

ourt justices have actually done is 
redefined w

ords found in the C
onstitution, differently, for use 

within the D
istrict of C

olum
bia, but then indirectly extend those 

redefinitions throughout the U
nion, by holding that even C

lause 
17 is part of T

his C
onstitution w

hich Article V
I lists as the 

suprem
e Law

 of the Land. 

Said m
ost succinctly, the patriot’s job today is to show

 how
 

actions that appear to violate the spirit of the C
onstitution m

ay 
nevertheless find support in its letter.  Patriots m

ust show
 how

 
our opponents succeed, w

hen w
e know

 they should fail. 

R
edefinitions of w

ords found in the C
onstitution has been 

central to that success—
w

ords and phrases like “necessary and 
proper,” “C

om
m

erce” and “general W
elfare.” 

In the 1819 court case of M
cC

ulloch v. M
aryland, C

hief 
Justice John M

arshall pulled out all the stops, in support of 
unlim

ited federal pow
er, follow

ing H
am

ilton’s express lead. 

W
hat M

arshall did in M
cC

ulloch w
as perhaps best 

paraphrased in an 1871 Suprem
e C

ourt case w
here the justices all 

but bragged that the 1819 M
cC

ulloch case had essentially 
redefined “necessary and proper” to m

ean only “convenient.”  

Associate Justice Strong w
rote: 

“U
nder the sam

e pow
er and other pow

er over the 
revenue and the currency of the country, for the 
convenience of the treasury and internal com

m
erce, a 

corporation know
n as the U

nited S
tates B

ank w
as early 

created...Its incorporation w
as a constitutional exercise 

of congressional pow
er for no other reason than that it 

w
as deem

ed to be a convenient instrum
ent or m

eans 
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for accom
plishing one or m

ore of the ends for w
hich the 

governm
ent w

as established, or, in the language of the 
first article, already quoted, 'necessary and proper' for 
carrying into execution som

e or all the pow
ers vested in 

the governm
ent. C

learly this necessity, if any existed, 
w

as not a direct and obvious one. Y
et this court, in 

M
cC

ulloch v. M
aryland, unanim

ously ruled that in 
authorizing the bank, C

ongress had not transcended its 
pow

ers.” 44 

O
f course, m

em
bers of C

ongress didn’t transcend their 
pow

ers—
because they could tap into m

em
bers’ inherent 

authority for the D
istrict Seat, w

here they m
ay do anything and 

everything, except w
hat is expressly prohibited. 

And, since the Article I, Section 10 prohibitions on em
itting 

bills of credit and m
aking things other than gold and silver coin a 

tender in paym
ent of debts do not apply to C

ongress exercising 
authority in the D

istrict Seat, then The Legal Tender C
ases court 

could also hold that C
ongress “had not transcended its pow

ers” 
w

hen it upheld a legal tender paper currency (for D
.C

.), even as 
three earlier cases had prohibited paper as tender (for the U

nion). 

But, “necessary and proper,” as the allow
ed m

eans to pursue 
enum

erated ends—
as found in Article I, Section 8, C

lause 18 of 
the U

.S. C
onstitution—

m
ay be redefined to m

ean “convenient,” 
only in the D

istrict Seat, since the phrase’s m
eaning is necessarily 

fixed for the w
hole U

nion, by the C
onstitution itself.   

W
ords found in the C

onstitution for the U
nion m

ust keep 
the m

eaning assigned to them
 as they m

eant at the tim
e of 

ratification, except as am
endm

ents later-ratified by the States m
ay 

change them
.   

44.  The Legal Tender C
ases, 79 U

.S. 457 @
 537, 1871.  Italics 

added in first tw
o instances. 
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Alm
ost alw

ays, how
ever, such claim

s are w
rong.  And, thus 

explains the absolute im
potence of m

aking claim
s of 

unconstitutional governm
ent behavior. 

Indeed, if federal servants m
ay successfully do w

hat patriots 
assert they cannot, then surely they m

ust be om
nipotent.  But, of 

course, they are not om
nipotent, and cannot be, for the U

nion, at 
least—

explaining our need to diagnose their spectacular m
eans of 

success. 

In other w
ords, conservatives cannot continue to do in the 

future w
hat has failed us in the past. 

Instead of sim
ply crying “foul,” w

e m
ust show how the 

scoundrels succeed, w
hen w

e know
 they should fail.  And, that is 

a w
holly different strategy. 

O
ur job is thus that of a heckler in the audience of a m

agician 
w

ho claim
s m

agical pow
ers.  Patriots need to point out the 

hidden trap door, the barely-visible cable, the unseen access 
panel, and the false bottom

, that the “m
agician” uses to support 

the illusion that he has m
agical pow

er, w
hen he doesn’t. 

W
hen a patriot asserts som

e federal action is 
“unconstitutional” but he or she doesn’t differentiate it further—
then, by default, the patriot asserts that a given action is “facially” 
unconstitutional (that a given action is unconstitutional, on its 
face, in every instance, w

ithout exception). 

T
o prove this claim

, the claim
ant m

ust show
 that federal 

officials or m
em

bers of C
ongress m

ay never perform
 the specified 

action, even in one case. 

But, given the inherent pow
er that m

em
bers of C

ongress m
ay 

exercise under C
lause 17 of the U

.S. C
onstitution, readers should 

realize just how
 difficult it w

ould be to prove a facially-
unconstitutional claim

 (that federal servants m
ay never perform

 
X

, Y or Z
 actions, even in the D

istrict Seat, w
here they m

ay do 
anything and everything, except as they are expressly prohibited). 
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N
ot even the express list of lim

itations found in Article I, 
Section 9 contain an original set of blanket prohibitions against 
pow

ers not elsew
here discussed in the C

onstitution.  Instead, 
Section 9 is m

erely a set of lim
itations on som

e of the pow
ers that 

w
ere elsew

here-enum
erated (prim

arily in Section 8). 22 

An exam
ple of an express lim

itation on a delegated pow
er is 

the Article I, Section 9, C
lause 1 lim

itation on the pow
er of 

C
ongress “T

o regulate C
om

m
erce” that is enum

erated in Article 
I, Section 8, C

lause 3. 

Article I, Section 9, C
lause 1 details that: 

“T
he M

igration or Im
portation of such P

ersons as any 
of the S

tates now
 existing shall think proper to adm

it, 
shall not be prohibited by the C

ongress prior to the 
Y

ear one thousand eight hundred and eight, but a T
ax 

or duty m
ay be im

posed upon such Im
portation, not 

exceeding ten dollars for each P
erson.” 

T
his clause therefore places a (tem

porary) ban upon the 
delegated pow

er of C
ongress to regulate com

m
erce w

ith foreign 
N

ations, am
ong the several States, and w

ith the Indian T
ribes. 

T
he restriction tem

porarily prevented C
ongress from

 banning 
the slave trade—

the bringing into States, slaves from
 outside the 

U
nion. 23 

22.  A
rticle I, Section 10 of the U

.S. C
onstitution does list specific 

prohibitions, against State governm
ents.  The States—

otherw
ise 

holding the residual of pow
ers under their ow

n State C
onstitutions—

do need express prohibitions to keep them
 from

 acting, if the U
.S. 

C
onstitution is to prohibit specific State actions. 

23. O
f course, after the tim

e lim
it expired (1808), then the slave trade 

could be regulated, even out of existence. 

A
s a side note, on M

arch 2, 1807, C
ongress prohibited the slave 

trade, effective January 1, 1808 (II Stat. 426), the first day the 
C

onstitution w
ould allow

.  O
n M

ay 15, 1820, C
ongress m

ade the 
slave trade an act of piracy, punishable by death (III Stat. 600). 
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P
A

R
T

 T
W

O
 

Part O
ne of Two H

undred Years of Tyranny explained how
 

Article I, Section 8, C
lause 17 of the C

onstitution for the U
nited 

States authorizes m
em

bers of C
ongress to exercise inherent 

pow
ers for the D

istrict Seat, and also for exclusive legislation 
forts, m

agazines, arsenals, dockyards and other needful buildings. 

W
hile Alexander H

am
ilton didn’t get this inherent pow

er for 
direct use throughout the w

hole U
nion as he had sought, he did 

get it, how
ever, in and for the D

istrict Seat. 

And, w
ith that base of inherent authority, all that he lacked 

thereafter w
as the m

eans to extend that unlim
ited pow

er far 
beyond its original constraints. 

It took him
 alm

ost no tim
e to find an acceptable route, if he 

hadn’t planned it from
 the onset.  H

e only needed to rely upon a 
clever bit of deception to keep his m

eans w
ell-hidden and then 

keep his m
outh shut, so his political opponents couldn’t easily 

discover his clever m
eans of success. 

After all, his C
onstitution-bypass m

echanism
 necessarily relies 

upon the frailest of foundations.  O
nce opponents discover 

H
am

ilton’s m
ethods of exercising inherent discretion, they m

ay 
begin to take the needed steps to end his charade, forever. 

Part T
w

o of Two H
undred Years of Tyranny thus seeks to 

explain how
 Alexander H

am
ilton and Jam

es M
arshall 

im
plem

ented H
am

ilton’s devious m
eans to extend this inherent 

discretion allow
ed in D

.C
. throughout the U

nion. 

H
am

ilton m
erely used the letter of the C

onstitution against 
its spirit, in the odd instance w

hen they contradicted one-another. 

T
he spirit of the C

onstitution w
ould hold C

lause 17 pow
ers 

to exclusive legislation boundaries, to allow
 the rem

ainder of 
articles, sections and clauses of the C

onstitution, their full 
authority, w

ithout undue interference. 
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T
he letter of the C

onstitution, of course, holds “T
his 

C
onstitution” (all of it) as the suprem

e Law
 of the Land. 

H
am

ilton’s C
onstitution-bypass strategy sim

ply sought to 
exploit the contradiction betw

een the spirit of the C
onstitution 

and its letter, to get by indirect m
eans, w

hat H
am

ilton did not 
directly get at the convention. 

H
am

ilton’s bypass m
ethod succeeded because he only needed 

to hold the letter of the C
onstitution to its strictest-possible 

understanding and then obscure his tactics. 

T
o throw

 off his political opponents, he only needed to 
m

islead them
, into thinking he and his cohorts w

ere liberally-
construing w

ords found in the C
onstitution, to som

e new
 and 

alternate m
eaning (for the w

hole U
nion, even as the new

 
definitions could really only apply to D

.C
.). 

W
hen constitutionalists read Suprem

e C
ourt opinions—

w
here w

ords found in the C
onstitution appear to be redefined by 

those w
ho yet sw

ear an oath to uphold the C
onstitution—

they 
falsely cam

e to believe w
hat the justices im

plied. 

Foolishly believing w
izards’ self-professed claim

s of 
om

nipotence w
as conservatives’ biggest m

istake—
believing in 

fairy tales—
instead of continuously searching for their clever 

m
ethod of constitutional bypass. 

C
onservatives have failed, because they believed that 

H
am

ilton’s progressive follow
ers w

ere liberally-construing the 
C

onstitution, to change its m
eaning, for the w

hole U
nion 

(because that is w
hat H

am
ilton and M

arshall cleverly led them
 to 

believe). 

By getting their opponents to believe the opposite of w
hat 

w
as really happening, H

am
ilton and M

arshall w
ere able to 

effectively expand federal pow
er w

hile keeping their adversaries in 
the dark. 
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Since the C
onstitution is not an exhaustive list of negative 

prohibitions, then one m
ust realize that there are few

 express 
prohibitions ever given, w

hich m
ay cause short-sighted people to 

w
ish there w

ere a w
hole lot m

ore, to better protect us. 

In fact, any num
ber of w

ell-intentioned patriots offer a 
laundry-list of suggested am

endm
ents w

hich w
ould specifically 

prohibit federal servants from
 perform

ing specific activities—
a 

form
 of Bill-of-R

ights, on steroids, so to speak. 

T
his approach, how

ever, is a fool’s errand, for federal servants 
need only dissect apart the specific w

ords used to prohibit their 
activity and m

odify their approach slightly, to w
ork around the 

restrictions, in legalistic m
anner.  W

e couldn’t ever keep up. 

T
hankfully, the Fram

ers took an opposing approach, w
hich is 

allow
ing only those expressly enum

erated pow
ers, using necessary 

and proper m
eans.  Everything beyond that list is prohibited. 

T
he w

ise approach taken by the Fram
ers places the burden on 

governm
ent servants, restricting them

 from
 acting, unless they are 

specifically em
pow

ered.  T
hat is the only rational approach, for 

lim
iting governm

ent, because all m
eans are closed that are not 

specifically opened for them
. 

O
ur political problem

s today stem
 from

 H
am

ilton’s w
ork-

around m
echanism

, that bypasses our system
 of lim

ited 
governm

ent that he despised, to put in its place, the inherent 
pow

er to do as m
em

bers of C
ongress and governm

ent officers 
pleased, except as the governm

ent w
as specifically restricted. 

T
hat the U

.S. C
onstitution contains no express prohibitions 

in the originally-ratified articles, sections and clauses isn’t 
therefore a setback, but instead, the ideal situation, w

ritten in 
stone.  W

e m
ust m

erely get back to that ideal, by exposing the 
w

ork-around m
echanism

 as fraud, to rem
ove false im

pressions of 
om

nipotence, of claim
ed pow

er to redefine w
ords to give 

them
selves m

ore pow
er. 



36 

m
ost any governm

ent action m
ay legally rest upon C

lause 17 
(even if the one case necessarily involves the D

istrict Seat—
it is 

nevertheless a case allow
ed C

ongress). 

Part T
w

o of this book w
ill concentrate on m

odifying one’s 
challenge, that a given federal action is unconstitutional, “as 
applied” to the given facts of a specific case, properly lim

ited. 

1803 M
arbury v. M

adison 

G
iven that 1803 M

arbury and 1819 M
cC

ulloch served to lay 
the groundw

ork for 1821 C
ohens, a look into these earlier 

precedent-setting cases is appropriate. 

N
ow

, the “M
adison" of the M

arbury v. M
adison case w

as 
Jam

es M
adison, Secretary of State under President T

hom
as 

Jefferson.   

T
he “M

arbury” fellow
 w

as W
illiam

 M
arbury, a m

an 
nom

inated and confirm
ed to be a new

 Justice of the Peace, but 
w

ho didn’t receive his com
m

ission, because it didn’t get delivered 
to him

 in tim
e, before T

hom
as Jefferson took office as President, 

in 1801. 

In the Presidential election of 1800, T
hom

as Jefferson and 
Aaron Burr each had an equal num

ber of Electoral V
otes w

hen 
those votes w

ere counted on February 11
th, 1801.  T

his m
eant the 

tie w
ould necessarily be throw

n into the H
ouse of 

R
epresentatives, w

here each State gets one vote. 

T
he Federalists knew

 their candidate—
single-term

 President 
John Adam

s—
had already lost.  T

hus, the Federalist m
ajority in 

C
ongress im

m
ediately enacted a new

 Judiciary Act to try and 
secure Federalist influence past President Adam

s’ term
. 

T
he new

 Judiciary Act of February 13
th, 1801 created 16 new

 
circuit court positions.  Federalist President John Adam

s 
nom

inated Federalist judges and the Federalist Senate quickly 
confirm

ed them
, w

ith the new
 judges quickly taking office. 25 
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It is m
uch easier to believe tw

o special clauses allow
 a clever-

bypass of the rem
ainder of clauses than to believe those w

ho 
sw

ear an oath to support the C
onstitution m

ay yet bypass all of 
it—

especially w
hen one of those clauses allow

s the exercise of 
every possible pow

er, except those expressly prohibited. 

O
ur nation’s founding principles, m

ay not be stretched by 
m

em
bers of C

ongress and federal officials w
ho exercise its 

pow
ers—

the C
onstitution m

ay only be bypassed w
here it allow

s 
itself to be bypassed, w

hich is for the D
istrict Seat, and other 

exclusive legislation lands. 

It takes a m
ystical belief in the inherent pow

er of federal 
servants for the w

hole U
nion, to claim

 they m
ay change their 

pow
ers, at w

ill.  T
hose w

ho say that servants cannot change their 
ow

n pow
er, even for the D

istrict Seat, m
ust yet show

 how
 these 

servants have actually pulled it off, given w
hat they now

 do, w
ith 

the C
ourt’s blessings. 

O
nly by show

ing how
 our political opponents succeed, 

despite the chains of the C
onstitution, can conservatives ever 

restore our Am
erican R

epublic. 

It is now
 tim

e to exam
ine m

ore closely how
 Alexander 

H
am

ilton and Jam
es M

arshall successfully extended the exclusive 
legislation authority far beyond its true geographic boundaries. 
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It should be m
entioned that the Bill of R

ights, ratified in 
1791, do contain express prohibitions, that prohibit C

ongress 
from

 exercising pow
ers now

here m
entioned in the originally-

ratified C
onstitution.  T

hese w
ere “declaratory and restrictive 

clauses” added to “prevent m
isconstruction or abuse” of federal 

pow
ers. 24 

T
he States w

ere so w
ary of abusive federal authority, that they 

took the unusual step of specifically listing express prohibitions 
against federal actions that w

ere never given, to ensure better 
individual liberty and lim

ited governm
ent. 

T
hat doesn’t m

ean, how
ever, that w

e m
ust add an ever-

increasing list of prohibited actions.  Instead, w
e m

ust first 
understand how

 the lim
ited pow

ers of governm
ent w

ere ever 
circum

vented, and then take the necessary and proper steps to 
elim

inate the loophole used to bypass those constraints. 

Indeed, rem
ove their bypass m

echanism
 and suddenly a 

w
hole list of prohibitive am

endm
ents becom

e unnecessary.  
Excessive federal actions are but a sym

ptom
 of an underlying 

disease, not the disease itself.  C
ure the disease and the sym

ptom
s 

subside on their ow
n. 

G
iven the extensive pow

er referenced by the exclusive 
legislation pow

ers of C
lause 17, patriots should avoid m

aking 
facially unconstitutional claim

s (that m
em

bers of C
ongress and 

federal officials m
ay never perform

 X
, Y, or Z

 actions). 

Instead, it is proper to narrow
 the argum

ent, and alternatively 
claim

 that X
, Y, or Z

 actions are unconstitutional “as applied” to 
the facts of a given case.   

If readers haven’t yet noticed, Part O
ne of this book centers 

prim
arily upon the “facially” unconstitutional argum

ent, show
ing 

w
hy patriots should never m

ake this blanket accusation—
because  

 24.  See the Pream
ble to the Bill of Rights. 
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T
en m

en w
ent aw

ay quietly, but the 11
th—

W
illiam

 
M

arbury—
sued in federal court to get his com

m
ission. 

W
hen the m

atter cam
e before the Suprem

e C
ourt, John 

M
arshall, once Secretary of State, but now

 C
hief Justice—

having 
been nom

inated by President Adam
s and confirm

ed by the 
Federalist Senate—

cam
e to rule over the case w

here he had been 
at least a m

aterial participant if not the actual ringleader. 

M
arshall refused to recuse him

self, even w
ith his obvious 

conflict of interest.  If one w
ants to look for conspiracies, one 

needn’t likely look any further.  H
e even chose his ow

n brother to 
deliver (or not deliver) the com

m
issions.  

And, of course, those undelivered com
m

issions ended up 
setting up the w

hole case M
arshall w

ould ultim
ately use to begin 

extending federal [judicial] authority far past its original 
constraints by im

plem
enting H

am
ilton’s loophole. 

M
arshall took the opportunity presented and established 

Judicial Review
.  H

e im
plied, of course, his new

 standard w
as not 

m
erely for the D

istrict Seat, but the w
hole U

nion. 

M
arbury v. M

adison only begins to m
ake perfect sense, once 

one realizes that the com
m

ission M
arbury never received w

as for 
that of a Justice of the Peace, for the D

istrict of C
olum

bia. 

W
ithin and under the inherent discretion of the D

istrict of 
C

olum
bia, there is no reason w

hy the C
ourt cannot insert its w

ill 
into such m

atters, via judicial review
, of legislative Acts and 

Presidential actions. 

W
ho is to say it isn’t proper for the C

ourt to step in and 
protect the people tim

e to tim
e, from

 the arbitrary exercise of 
essentially unlim

ited pow
er otherw

ise available to m
em

bers of 
C

ongress, or the President, under the D
istrict of C

olum
bia 

pow
er? 
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the governm
ent seat—

do w
hatever they w

anted, under this 
unique pow

er, except those m
atters that w

ere expressly 
prohibited.  And, since the C

onstitution does not anyw
here 

expressly prohibit C
ongress from

 chartering a bank, then 
C

ongress could charter it, under their exclusive D
.C

. pow
er. 

H
am

ilton expressly adm
its that this pow

er to exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases w

hatsoever, allow
s governm

ent 
“to do…

all that any governm
ent w

hatsoever m
ay do” because 

“language does not afford a m
ore com

plete designation of 
sovereign pow

er than in those com
prehensive term

s.” 

Pow
erful w

ords, indeed. 

H
am

ilton pointed out that Secretary of State T
hom

as 
Jefferson and Attorney G

eneral R
andolph failed to look at every 

clause of the C
onstitution before they asserted that m

em
bers of 

C
ongress didn’t have the pow

er to enact the banking bill. 

H
am

ilton easily proved them
 w

rong, sim
ply by show

ing that 
the proposed banking bill w

as not “facially” unconstitutional, in 
every case.  In one case—

under the D
istrict Seat pow

er of Article 
I, Section 8, C

lause 17—
m

em
bers of C

ongress could assuredly 
charter a bank. 

G
am

e.  Set.  M
atch.  And, repeat this devilish m

eans, over 
and over, for the next 230 years. 

T
oday, w

e sadly continue to m
ake the sam

e exact m
istake 

m
ade by Jefferson and R

andolph, out of profound ignorance and 
blind inability to ever see how

 our political opponents succeed. 

O
f course, in February of 1791—

w
hen the banking bill w

as 
before President W

ashington—
there w

as yet no perm
anent 

D
istrict Seat.  And, it w

ouldn’t even be until D
ecem

ber of that 
year, that M

aryland and V
irginia w

ould even cede the lands for 
the D

istrict of C
olum

bia, to C
ongress and the U

.S. G
overnm

ent. 
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T
he D

istrict of C
olum

bia w
ould not be accepted as the 

perm
anent seat of governm

ent until the year 1800.  So, just how
 

did H
am

ilton get his bank allow
ed under the exclusive pow

er, 
before there w

as even an exclusive federal seat? 

T
he answ

er: Largely by bluff, based upon the w
ild card 

hidden up his sleeve, of a theoretical pow
er to do m

ost anything. 

If one asserts that C
lause 17-based pow

ers only apply in 
D

.C
., and in exclusive legislation forts, m

agazines, arsenals, 
dockyards and other needful buildings, then the answ

er w
ould 

necessarily have been that he couldn’t have succeeded, even using 
C

lause 17 (for a bank in Philadelphia [only the acting capitol]). 

But, H
am

ilton did get his bank, m
eaning that C

lause 17-
based pow

ers are not in and of them
selves expressly lim

ited to 
C

lause 17-based properties. 

T
his clause is so pow

erful, it even seem
s to have preceded the 

actual cessions by particular States (at least by bluff, that w
ent 

unchallenged).  Just the existence of this clause seem
s sufficient to 

draw
 upon its inherent pow

er (w
hen no one challenges it, 

correctly, anyw
ay). 

T
he critical point in this m

atter of bypassing norm
al 

constitutional constraints today, is w
hether this highly-unique 

clause m
ay ever bind the States, beyond D

istrict boundaries.   

If one argues “N
o”—

that the highly-unique pow
er of C

lause 
17 cannot provide C

ongress an alternate m
eans to bypass norm

al 
constitutional constraints beyond D

.C
.’s borders—

then the only 
rem

aining argum
ent necessarily rests upon an inherently greater 

pow
er and even m

ore preposterous claim
. 

If one discounts this bypass system
—

of using tw
o clauses of 

the C
onstitution as a loophole to bypass the rem

ainder, because it 
seem

s too preposterous—
then the claim

ant is left to assert that 
m

em
bers of C

ongress and federal officials m
ay disregard all of the 

C
onstitution to do as they please (since they get aw

ay w
ith it). 
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T
hen, just tw

o w
eeks later, C

ongress and President Adam
s 

also enacted the O
rganic Act for the D

istrict of C
olum

bia. 26  
Adam

s quickly nom
inated 23 Federalist Justices of the Peace for 

W
ashington C

ounty and 19 for Alexandria C
ounty.  T

he 
Federalist Senate again quickly confirm

ed all these local justices, 
to secure a prolonged Federalist influence, long after their 
political influence evaporated and the party w

ould fall into 
obscurity. 

President Adam
s signed the com

m
issions and his Secretary of 

State—
John M

arshall—
affixed his secretarial seal for these 

M
idnight Judges, w

hose com
m

issions w
ere sealed near m

idnight, 
of Adam

s’ last day of office.  

John M
arshall charged his brother, Jam

es, to deliver the 
com

m
issions.  Jam

es M
arshall delivered all the com

m
issions to 

the Alexandria C
ounty Justices, but none to the W

ashington 
C

ounty Justices. 

T
hom

as Jefferson took office the next day, M
arch 4, at noon, 

having w
on on the 36

th ballot in the H
ouse of R

epresentatives, 
w

ith Aaron Burr becom
ing his V

ice-President. 

W
hen the Jefferson Adm

inistration found the undelivered 
com

m
issions, Jefferson ordered his new

 Secretary of State, Jam
es 

M
adison, to deliver only those com

m
issions Jefferson approved 

of, but to w
ithhold delivery to the 11 m

en he did not. 

 

25.  2 Stat. 89.  February 13, 1801. 

26.  2 Stat. 103.  February 27, 1801. 27 

27.  If one looks deep enough, one can see these tw
o legislative A

cts 
by Federalists are the official beginning of today’s D

eep State 
m

entality—
The A

dm
inistrative State—

w
hich has been oppressing us 

ever since.  Elected m
em

bers of C
ongress and elected Presidents and 

Vice Presidents “com
e and go,” but bureaucrats rem

ain. 
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O
f course, w

ith the President as the sole voice of the 
Executive branch, in the current anything-goes atm

osphere, 
pow

er concentrates here, first, the courts, second, and C
ongress 

ends up being the w
eakest of the three branches, in practice. 

Article IV
, Section 4 of the U

.S. C
onstitution guarantees to 

every State in the U
nion a R

epublican Form
 of G

overnm
ent. 

A R
epublican Form

 of G
overnm

ent is representative 
governm

ent, w
hich, of course, points to legislative representation. 

Legislative R
epresentation in C

ongress com
es from

 the States 
of the U

nion electing their U
.S. R

epresentatives and U
.S. 

Senators and sending them
 to m

eet in C
ongress, to enact law

 
w

ithin their delegated pow
ers. 

Article I, Sections 2 and 3, of the C
onstitution, clearly show

 
that only States elect U

.S. R
epresentatives and U

.S. Senators. 

O
f course, the D

istrict of C
olum

bia is not a State and thus 
the D

istrict Seat has no legislative representation in C
ongress. 

W
ashington, D

.C
. license plates even com

plain of their 
“T

axation w
ithout R

epresentation.”  

 

 
W

ithout legislative representation in the D
istrict Seat, there is 

no lim
itation on C

ongress preventing m
em

bers from
 enacting 

vague law
s for executive agency bureaucrats to fill in the m

issing 
blanks, either. 
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Both Jefferson and (Attorney G
eneral) Edm

und R
andolph 

argued the proposed bill w
as unconstitutional.  T

hese tw
o m

en 
first laid out the failed strategy of declaring things otherw

ise 
allow

able under C
lause 17, (facially) unconstitutional. 

Like all w
ho w

ould later follow
 their ignom

inious lead, they 
suffered the sam

e result—
failure. 

Failure to contain H
am

ilton at that critical juncture 
ultim

ately led us dow
n the path w

e find ourselves facing today, 
staring into an abyss, ready to plunge into chaos at any m

om
ent. 

H
am

ilton, as the prim
ary advocate for the controversial 

banking bill, had to give his best perform
ance yet, if he w

ished to 
get the President to sign it. 

It is interesting to note, that before he gave his treasury 
secretary’s opinion in favor of the bill, H

am
ilton first affirm

ed 
that the pow

er of erecting a corporation w
as not included in the 

enum
erated pow

ers and he specifically conceded
 that the pow

er 
of incorporation w

as not expressly given to C
ongress. 

In a governm
ent of delegated pow

ers, exercised only using 
necessary and proper m

eans, it w
ould be difficult to m

ake such 
adm

issions and recover. But, w
ith deft precision, H

am
ilton 

m
oved past governm

ent of defined pow
ers and laid the 

groundw
ork for inherent discretion, stating: 

“S
urely it can never be believed that C

ongress w
ith 

exclusive pow
ers of legislation in all cases w

hatsoever, 
cannot erect a corporation w

ithin the district w
hich shall 

becom
e the seat of governm

ent...A
nd yet there is an 

unqualified denial of the pow
er to erect corporations in 

every case  on the part both of the S
ecretary of S

tate 
and of the A

ttorney G
eneral.” 42 

41.  https://founders.archives.gov/docum
ents/Jefferson/01-19-02-

0051 

42.  https://press-
pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/docum

ents/a1_8_18s11.htm
l 
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In other w
ords, H

am
ilton let it be know

n to the careful 
reader (w

ho could sift through a great am
ount of filler he had 

added to confuse m
atters and hide the real issue), he w

as not 
going to look at the norm

al rules of the C
onstitution to support 

his favored bill, as did his opponents, to object to the bill. 

H
am

ilton m
erely sought to exploit w

hat w
ould later prove to 

be conservative’s Achilles H
eel—

their blind inability to ever 
consider C

lause 17 as granting pow
er to C

ongress, even as the 
clause essentially allows C

ongress unlim
ited power. 

Failure to look at this clause in 1791 proved to be an accurate 
foreshadow

ing of the next 230 years of failed conservative action, 
proving conservatives just don’t understand the devious m

ind 
that seeks its w

arped ends through despicable m
eans. 

So, w
hile conservatives only look to the norm

al rules of the 
C

onstitution, H
am

ilton looked instead to the C
onstitution’s 

highly usual exception, for authority to act w
here and w

hen the 
norm

al rules w
ouldn’t otherw

ise allow
 him

, since he didn’t 
necessarily care how

 he got it, only that he did, som
ehow

.  

H
am

ilton continued, m
aking his subtle point a bit clearer, yet 

keeping it sufficiently obscure to avoid tipping his hand, for those 
w

ho needn’t follow
 along: 

“H
ere then is express pow

er to exercise exclusive 
legislation in all cases w

hatsoever over certain places, 
that is, to do in respect to those places all that any 
governm

ent w
hatsoever m

ay do; F
or language does 

not afford a m
ore com

plete designation of sovereign 
pow

er than in those com
prehensive term

s.” 43 

W
hereas the Secretary of State and the Attorney G

eneral 
didn’t address the highly-unusual exception to all the norm

al 
rules of the C

onstitution, H
am

ilton correctly pointed out 
m

em
bers of C

ongress could—
under their exclusive authority for  

43.  Ibid. 
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Especially w
ithin the D

istrict Seat, there has alw
ays been a 

struggle betw
een C

ongress, the President, and the C
ourts as they 

each vie to secure their appropriate piece of the absolute-pow
er 

pie. W
hat the Suprem

e C
ourt ruled in the case before it—

for a 
Justice of the Peace for the D

istrict of C
olum

bia—
hardly holds 

true for the U
nion, how

ever. 

T
his doesn’t m

ean parts of it can’t, but each of those parts 
that do, m

ust separately pass the appropriate standard for 
allow

able governm
ent action in the U

nion, after looking at the 
w

hole C
onstitution. 

W
hile it is com

m
on for patriots to com

plain of court justices 
“legislating from

 the bench,” one m
ust realize that the express 

principle of legislative representation has no applicability 
w

hatsoever in the D
istrict Seat. 

Indeed, how
 can it, w

hen no legislative representation exists 
therein in the first place?  R

em
em

ber, the D
istrict is not a State, 

and only “States” elect R
epresentatives and Senators to m

eet in 
C

ongress. 

In the free-for-all that is D
.C

., C
ongress reigns suprem

e—
it 

w
as, after all, explicitly to C

ongress, that the States allow
ed the 

express constitutional authority to exercise exclusive legislation, in 
all cases w

hatsoever, in C
lause 17, of the U

.S. C
onstitution. 

H
ow

ever, w
ith 435 R

epresentatives and 100 Senators now
 

serving in C
ongress, they m

ay easily becom
e deeply divided on 

the m
ultitude of issues m

em
bers m

ust now
 face under exclusive 

D
.C

. pow
ers, that reach to every conceivable topic. 

W
ith only nine Suprem

e C
ourt justices, how

ever, it m
uch 

easier for them
 to com

e to agreem
ent am

ongst them
selves—

thus, 
in arbitrary governm

ent, pow
er tends to concentrate in the least-

populated political bodies. 
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Both H
am

ilton and M
arshall w

ere really only giving their 
“allow

able-m
eans-test” as the “standard” for allow

able 
governm

ent action, under C
lause 17, even as they purposefully 

im
plied it w

as the true standard for the w
hole U

nion. 

But, Article I, Section 8, C
lause 18 of the U

.S. C
onstitution 

already expressly details the appropriate allow
able-m

eans-test for 
the U

nion, being “necessary and proper.”  H
am

ilton and 
M

arshall, as Secretary of the T
reasury and the C

hief Justice, 
respectively, cannot change the m

eaning of w
ords found in the 

U
.S. C

onstitution—
they can only throw

 off their opponents, 
w

ho don’t understand w
hat they are doing. 

Im
plem

enting enum
erated pow

ers using necessary and proper 
m

eans is the true standard for allow
able federal action throughout 

the U
nion, w

hich cannot be changed by executive or judicial 
officers (w

ho m
ay only change the m

eaning of term
s found in the 

C
onstitution, for use in the D

istrict Seat). 

Both H
am

ilton’s and M
arshall’s unlim

ited-pow
er standards 

necessarily only apply under the exclusive legislation pow
er of 

C
lause 17.  R

em
em

ber, M
arbury dealt w

ith D
. C

.  M
cC

ulloch 
(on the second bank) m

ay be best-understood by follow
ing 

H
am

ilton’s 1791 opinion (on the first bank, as show
n below

). 

T
o get his preference for om

nipotent governm
ent action 

rolling in 1791, H
am

ilton had to be a little m
ore forthcom

ing 
than M

arshall w
as in 1803, 1819 or 1821. 

T
hus, it isn’t surprising that in H

am
ilton’s 1791 banking 

opinion, he had to offer a bit m
ore truth than M

arshall w
ould 

later adm
it. 

H
am

ilton w
rote his opinion in direct response to President 

W
ashington’s order (under the President’s express authority 

under Article II, Section 2, C
lause 1) for the T

reasury Secretary 
to give the President his official opinion on the constitutionality 
of the proposed banking bill. 
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Further, “the jurisdiction of the law
s of this state, over the 

persons and property” shall “cease” and “determ
ine” w

hen 
“C

ongress shall by law
 provide for the governm

ent thereof.” 

In other w
ords, once C

ongress accepted land and began 
providing for the governm

ent of the D
istrict Seat, M

aryland had 
no m

ore governing authority therein, for the T
enth Am

endm
ent 

to ever com
e into play in the future! 

T
he T

enth Am
endm

ent has no validity w
hatsoever in the 

D
istrict of C

olum
bia.  It cannot. 

O
ne m

ust realize that the T
enth Am

endm
ent does not 

preclude the possibility of States later ceding additional powers—
w

hether by Article V
 ratifications of proposed am

endm
ents or by 

C
lause 17 cessions by particular States. 

T
he N

on-D
elegation D

octrine vs. the C
ession of Exclusive 

Legislative A
uthority 

T
he exercise of the pow

ers that are enum
erated w

ithin the 
C

onstitution, that w
ere transferred to C

ongress by all the States 
of the U

nion for direct exercise throughout the U
nion, cannot be 

delegated to others.  T
his prohibition on transferring the 

enum
erated legislative pow

ers, extends, of course, to officers in 
the executive or judicial branches, and to federal bureaucrats in 
the alphabet agencies, independent establishm

ents and 
governm

ent corporations. 

T
his is the principle of N

on-D
elegation, w

here the legislative 
pow

ers “vested” in C
ongress m

ust rem
ain w

ith m
em

bers, just as 
Article I, Section 1 expressly com

m
ands. 

W
hat is vested or fixed in C

ongress by the C
onstitution 

cannot be transferred elsew
here, as additionally guaranteed in 

Article IV
, Section 4 of (of a R

epublican Form
 of G

overnm
ent). 

In 2019, the U
.S. Suprem

e C
ourt exam

ined the N
on-

D
elegation D

octrine, in G
undy v. U

.S.  
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W
ithin the D

istrict Seat, judges m
ay easily “legislate from

 the 
bench” and governm

ent bureaucrats from
 the alphabet agencies 

m
ay freely w

rite regulations held as law
, to fill in all the m

issing 
pieces of broadly-w

orded law
s enacted by C

ongress. 

T
he unification of all governing pow

er in C
ongress in the 

D
istrict Seat and exclusive federal areas explains the root source of 

all im
proper federal action over the last tw

o centuries, even as it 
doesn’t directly tell anyone how

 this unlim
ited governm

ent 
escaped its lim

ited confines. 

M
em

bers of C
ongress and federal officials have no m

ystical 
pow

ers, only those enum
erated, which necessarily include C

lause 
17. T

racing m
ystical pow

ers back to their source is the only way 
for Am

ericans to understand w
hat they face, so the appropriate 

steps m
ay finally be taken to end the charade of governm

ent 
om

nipotence, of federal servants’ claim
s of m

agical governm
ent 

pow
ers, for exercise throughout the U

nion. 

T
enth A

m
endm

ent C
laim

s 

Another foolish assertion that patriots routinely m
ake, besides 

falsely claim
ing so m

any federal actions are “unconstitutional,” is 
its corollary—

that so m
any federal actions violate the T

enth 
Am

endm
ent. 

It is thus appropriate to check out this claim
, w

hich is easily 
proven false, w

henever it deals w
ith actions w

ithin the param
eters 

of C
lause 17. 

In 1791, recall, the State of M
aryland “forever ceded and 

relinquished to the C
ongress and G

overnm
ent of the U

nited 
States” the lands of C

olum
bia “in full and absolute right and 

exclusive jurisdiction, as w
ell of soil as of persons residing or to 

reside thereon.” 
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T
he banking bill ultim

ately approved February 25, 1791 w
as 

the first real constitutional controversy, w
here the first claim

s of 
unconstitutional governm

ent behavior w
ere w

idely alleged. 

In 1791, the banking bill to charter the bank landed on 
President W

ashington’s desk for his signature.  But, W
ashington 

had also been President of the 1787 C
onvention w

here delegates 
fram

ed the C
onstitution and sent it to the States for ratification. 

T
hus, W

ashington w
ould have personally heard and 

w
itnessed the conversation of Septem

ber 14
th, involving Jam

es 
M

adison’s suggested m
otion, asking delegates to consider adding 

in a proposed pow
er: 

“to grant charters of incorporation w
here the 

interest of the U
.S

. m
ight require &

 the legislative 
provisions of individual S

tates m
ay be incom

petent.” 40 

T
he pending pow

er w
as debated, but ultim

ately stricken from
 

being included w
ithin the proposed C

onstitution, in no sm
all 

part because delegates feared it could perhaps be stretched to 
reach the establishm

ent of a national bank (of w
hich there w

ere 
few

 proponents at the convention). 

W
hen the stricken proposal to charter a corporation 

nevertheless cam
e before President W

ashington in the form
 of an 

approved bill just four years later—
incorporating a bank, no 

less—
it shouldn’t surprise anyone he sought form

al opinions 
from

 his principal officers on the subject, as it related to the 
duties of their respective offices, before m

aking a final decision.  

Secretary of State T
hom

as Jefferson specifically noted in his 
form

al reply, “the very pow
er now

 proposed as a m
eans w

as 
rejected as an end by the C

onvention w
hich form

ed the 
C

onstitution,” show
ing how

 inappropriate he thought it w
as, 

given the delegates’ overt denial over giving the express pow
er. 41 

40.  https://press-
pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/docum

ents/a1_8_7s1.htm
l 
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In fact, she observed “only tw
ice in this country's history” has 

the C
ourt “found a delegation excessive.”

32 

T
hese opposing statem

ents, issued w
ithin the sam

e opinion, 
just pages after som

e of the best w
ords w

ere ever w
ritten on the 

subject, undoubtedly caused a great deal of heartache and 
frustration as conservatives tried to resolve the internal and 
infernal conflict. 

H
ow

 could the m
ajority effectively nullify the great principles 

they just cited them
selves?  In the very sam

e opinion? 

T
he puzzle m

ay be resolved by realizing she m
erely cited the 

tw
o opposing and available standards, without ever disclosing the 

court was switching gears. 

V
ery sim

ply—
the N

on-D
elegation D

octrine bars m
em

bers of 
C

ongress from
 delegating their enum

erated legislative pow
ers that 

m
em

bers received from
 all the States of the U

nion. 

T
hose pow

ers are vested—
fixed by the U

.S. C
onstitution—

only in C
ongress.  T

he vesting of those pow
ers in C

ongress serves 
as an absolute bar on any further delegation beyond C

ongress and 
neither the C

ongress nor the Suprem
e C

ourt can do anything to 
change that vesting. 

H
ow

ever—
regarding the exclusive legislative pow

ers ceded to 
C

ongress by only the particular State of M
aryland—

they are 
exercised without any guarantee of legislative representation and 
m

ay thus be freely delegated. 

So, G
undy clearly show

s the intentional and duplicitous 
actions of federal servants w

ho seek to rem
ain our political 

m
asters. 

  

32.  Ibid. 
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Section 3, sim
ilarly details: 

“T
he S

enate of the U
nited S

tates shall be 
com

posed of tw
o S

enators from
 each S

tate…
” 

And, Section 5, in m
ultiple instances, details “Each H

ouse” 
doing various things w

ith “its own M
em

bers,” show
ing Senators 

are also considered m
em

bers, never officers. 

T
he oath required in Article V

I likew
ise clearly separates 

m
em

bers of C
ongress from

 executive and judicial officers. 

And, Article II, Section 3 details that the President “shall 
C

om
m

ission all the O
fficers of the U

nited States.” N
o Am

erican 
President ever com

m
issions any m

em
ber of C

ongress. 

Likew
ise, Section 4 details “all civil O

fficers” are subject to 
im

peachm
ent—

but m
em

bers of C
ongress, as Article I, Section 5 

details, m
ay only be “expelled,” never im

peached. 

T
he bottom

 line is if any person is an officer under the 
U

nited States, then the C
onstitution bars them

 from
 being a 

m
em

ber of C
ongress and from

 the exercise of legislative authority 
for the U

nion. 

T
hus, m

em
bers of C

ongress cannot be officers of or under the 
U

nited States, even as each H
ouse of C

ongress has one legislative 
officer w

ho is a m
em

ber of C
ongress. 

1819 M
cC

ulloch v. M
aryland 

In his 1791 T
reasury Secretary’s opinion on the 

constitutionality of the [first] bank of the U
nited States, 

Alexander H
am

ilton gave his “allow
able-m

eans-test”—
his 

standard for determ
ining allow

able federal action.  H
e w

rote: 

“If the end be clearly com
prehended w

ithin any of 
the specified pow

ers, and if the m
easure have an 

obvious relation to that end, and is not forbidden by 
any particular provision of the C

onstitution, it m
ay 

safely be deem
ed to com

e w
ithin the com

pass of the 
national authority.” 38 
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T
his standard is little m

ore than gibberish.  W
hen boiled 

dow
n to its basic m

eaning, it necessarily im
plies: “W

hatever is 
not expressly prohibited, is allowed.” 

Because, after all, w
ho determ

ines if the end is legitim
ate? 

W
ho determ

ines if the end is w
ithin the scope of the 

constitution? 

W
ho determ

ines if the m
eans im

plem
ented are appropriate? 

And, w
ho determ

ines if the m
eans are plainly adapted to that 

end? Follow
ing H

am
ilton’s lead, M

arshall answ
ered, of course (in 

M
arbury)—

“the Suprem
e C

ourt.” 

M
arbury m

apped out a course to usher in inherent federal 
discretion, now

 exercised w
ith the express consent of the C

ourt.  
It w

as M
cC

ulloch, how
ever, w

hich helps prove that M
arshall w

as 
really only follow

ing H
am

ilton’s 1791 lead. 

W
hile H

am
ilton responded in 1791 to the question of the 

constitutionality of the first bank of the U
nited States (1791-

1811), M
cC

ulloch v. M
aryland answ

ered in response to the 
constitutionality of the second bank (1816-1836). 

In M
cC

ulloch, M
arshall w

rote, alm
ost verbatim

, w
hat 

H
am

ilton had w
ritten in 1791.  M

arshall explicitly w
rote: 

“Let the end be legitim
ate, let it be w

ithin the scope 
of the constitution, and all m

eans w
hich are 

appropriate, w
hich are plainly adapted to that end, 

w
hich are not prohibited, but consist w

ith the letter and 
spirit of the constitution, are constitutional.” 39 

38.  https://press-
pubs.uchicago.edu/founders/docum

ents/a1_8_18s11.htm
l 

39.  17 U
.S. 316 @

 421. 1819 
https://w

w
w

.law
.cornell.edu/suprem

ecourt/text/17/316 (@
 81) 
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Interestingly, the ultra-liberal justice w
ho authored the 

opinion for the m
ajority m

ade several revealing com
m

ents, even 
as she strained to pull the w

ool over patriots’ eyes, to keep them
 

from
 understanding w

hat she and the other justices w
ere doing. 28 

Studying this case thus helps us learn to read betw
een the 

lines of court opinions. 

In the opinion, Associate Justice Elana K
agan w

rote: 

“T
he nondelegation doctrine bars C

ongress from
 

transferring its legislative pow
er to another branch of 

G
overnm

ent.” 29 

And, she again brought up this vital principle, w
orth its 

w
eight in gold, w

riting nearly identically: 

“accom
panying that assignm

ent of [legislative] 
pow

er to C
ongress is a bar on its further delegation.” 30 

Both statem
ents are as good as gold, regarding strictly 

construing the C
onstitution, even had such w

ords been w
ritten in 

past centuries.  Am
ericans should find great com

fort realizing 
these w

ords w
ere w

ritten just a few
 years ago. 

O
f course, w

hat w
on’t bring anyone com

fort is how
 she 

im
m

ediately sw
itched gears, as she next w

rote about all the w
ays 

this fundam
ental principle m

ay easily be set aside. 

For instance, she w
rote that the standards for delegating 

legislative pow
ers “are not dem

anding” and noted the C
ourt has 

“over and over” upheld “even very broad delegations.”
31  

28.  A
nd, not just the m

ajority, either, for those in the m
inority said 

nothing to expose the fraud (as did none of the justices, w
ho cam

e 
before). 

29.  G
undy v. U.S., N

o. 17-6086 (U
.S. June 20, 2019), Page 5. 

30.  Ibid., Page 8. 

31.  Ibid., Page 20. 
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O
nly m

em
bers of C

ongress m
eeting the qualifications of 

Article I and sw
earing an oath to support the C

onstitution under 
Article V

I have the constitutional pow
er to declare w

ar for the 
U

nion, under Article I, Section 8, C
lause 11 of the C

onstitution. 

T
he pow

ers vested in C
ongress m

ay not even be given to the 
Am

erican President, let alone over to foreign dignitaries w
ho 

aren’t even U
.S. C

itizens and w
ho have never taken (and cannot 

take) an oath to support the C
onstitution. 

But, under C
lause 17, that is entirely another m

atter, entirely. 

R
egarding the w

ar pow
er, it is pertinent to realize that Article 

I, Section 10 expressly details that “N
o State shall…

engage in 
W

ar” on its ow
n accord, even as it gives an exem

ption to that 
prohibition—

“unless actually invaded, or in such im
m

inent 
D

anger as w
ill not adm

it of delay.” 

States m
ay thus alw

ays defend them
selves, not only against 

invasion, but also against its im
m

inent danger.  

R
ecall the new

ly form
ed States engaged in the R

evolutionary 
W

ar on their ow
n accord.  T

he C
onstitution w

asn’t proposed and 
ratified for over a decade, and even the Articles of C

onfederation 
proposed in 1777 w

eren’t actually ratified until 1781.   

T
he States declared their independence in 1776, and then 

follow
ed up their declaration w

ith m
ilitary action, even as they 

33.  A
rticle 43 of the U

.N
. C

harter reads: 

“1.  A
ll M

em
bers of the U

nited N
ations, in order to contribute to 

the m
aintenance of international peace and security, undertake to 

m
ake available to the Security C

ouncil, on its call and in 
accordance w

ith a special agreem
ent or agreem

ents, arm
ed 

forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, 
necessary for the purpose of m

aintaining international peace and 
security.” 
w

w
w

.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-vii/  Italics added. 
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“…
no P

erson holding any O
ffice under the U

nited 
S

tates, shall be a M
em

ber of either H
ouse during his 

C
ontinuance in O

ffice.” 

Being an officer of the U
nited States absolutely prevents those 

officers from
 sim

ultaneously being a m
em

ber of C
ongress, but no 

m
ore so than it prevents any m

em
ber of C

ongress from
 holding 

any O
ffice under the U

nited States. 

T
o the extent one is an officer of the U

nited States, one is 
thus constitutionally barred from

 holding a legislative seat. 

Since federal officers are precluded from
 exercising the 

enum
erated legislative pow

ers vested in C
ongress, it is patently 

obvious no m
em

ber of C
ongress holds any office under the 

U
nited States. 

T
his clear and fundam

ental separation betw
een legislative 

m
em

bers and federal officers is w
hat m

any call a W
all of 

Separation. 

W
hatever m

ay be the office to w
hich m

em
bers of C

ongress 
have—

since the C
ivil W

ar—
pledged their oath of support, it is 

not and absolutely cannot be, an office under the U
nited States.  

T
he latter absolutely prevents the form

er. 

R
eferences to m

em
bers of C

ongress being federal officers 
directly violates this inviolate principle of the C

onstitution. 

T
he 14-w

ord oath prescribed by the very first Act of the very 
first session of the very first C

ongress m
erely to “support” the 

C
onstitution—

as m
andated by Article V

I—
w

as changed during 
the C

ivil W
ar, to thereafter include a reference to an “office,” for 

the first tim
e ever. 36  

36.  1 Stat. 23.  June 1, 1789. 
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Beginning in 1862, m
em

bers of C
ongress—

w
ho are 

constitutionally barred from
 holding an office under the U

nited 
States—

began sw
earing the odd oath to “w

ell and faithfully 
discharge the duties of the office on w

hich [they are] about to 
enter, so help [them

] G
od.”

37 

T
he bottom

 line is, w
hatever is the office that m

em
bers of 

C
ongress are about to enter, it is, w

as, and absolutely cannot be, 
an office under the U

nited States (but, it m
ay be a D

.C
. office). 

It is true that the last clause of Article I, Section 2, speaks of 
the H

ouse of R
epresentative choosing “their Speaker and other 

O
fficers,’” (and Section 3, also, speaks to the Senate, sim

ilarly), 
but those sections point to the few

 legislative officers w
ho are not 

officers of the U
nited States. 

T
he only m

em
bers of C

ongress w
ho are legislative officers are 

the Speaker of the H
ouse and the President pro tem

pore of the 
Senate.  T

here are a few
 other legislative officers, like the Sergeant 

at Arm
s, C

lerk of the H
ouse, Secretary of the Senate, and 

C
haplains of each H

ouse, but none of these other legislative 
officers are m

em
bers of C

ongress. 

T
o the extrem

ely lim
ited extent legislative officers are 

m
em

bers of C
ongress (the Speaker and President Pro T

em
), they 

don’t otherw
ise vote, except to break a tie.  T

here sim
ply are no 

other legislative officers w
ho are m

em
bers of C

ongress.  T
hus, the 

oath that all regular m
em

bers of C
ongress take, cannot point to a 

legislative office under the U
nited States. 

W
hen one asserts that m

em
bers of C

ongress are officers, one 
m

ust also realize this assertion directly contravenes the clear 
w

ords of Section 2, as it openly declares: 

“T
he H

ouse of R
epresentatives shall be com

posed 
of M

em
bers…

” 

37.  12 Stat. 502.  July 2, 1862. 
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Judges intentionally m
uddy the w

aters, to keep W
e T

he 
People from

 ever discovering their source of inherent pow
er, 

because once w
e understand w

hat is going on, w
e m

ay end their 
perpetual grab of pow

er, and rather quickly, at that. 

It’s im
portant to exam

ine an actual instance on occasion, 
instead of speaking only generally, to show

 just how
 devilish is 

this deception, to ground oneself in reality instead of m
ere theory. 

As readers undoubtedly know
, Article I, Section 2, C

lause 2 
enum

erates the specific qualifications of U
.S. R

epresentatives—
w

hom
 m

ay exercise enum
erated legislative pow

ers.  T
o be a 

R
epresentative, one m

ust be 25 years of age, seven years a C
itizen 

of the U
nited States, and an inhabitant of the State elected. 

Article I, Section 3, C
lause 3 in like m

anner provides the 
qualification for U

.S. Senators—
30 years of age, nine years a 

C
itizen of the U

nited States, and an inhabitant of the State 
elected. 

Article II, Section 1, C
lause 5 likew

ise provides the 
requirem

ents for the President—
35 years of age, a natural-born 

C
itizen, and resident w

ithin the U
nited States for at least 14 

years.  And, by the 12
th Am

endm
ent, V

ice-Presidents m
ust m

eet 
the constitutional qualifications of Presidents. 

O
f course, all these people m

ust also give sw
orn oaths, before 

they exercise any federal pow
ers, by the com

m
ands of Article V

I, 
C

lause 3 (Article II, Section 1, C
lause 8, for the President). 

So, given these m
andated qualifications and required oaths 

before Am
ericans m

ay exercise federal pow
ers, just how

 w
ere 

these people yet able to give the U
.N

. Security C
ouncil, “on its 

call,” the express ability to decide w
hen to com

m
it U

.S. troops to 
com

bat, in 1945? 33 

T
he answ

er, of course, necessarily relies upon C
lause 17, like 

all other instances of constitutional bypass (for only C
lause 17 

allow
s an alternate playbook, allow

ing inherent pow
er). 
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T
hus, one m

ust realize, because of C
lause 17 and the cession 

of pow
er by M

aryland, today m
em

bers of C
ongress have a 

separate ability—
beyond Article I, Section 8, C

lause 11—
to 

engage in w
ar. 

Besides the enum
erated pow

er given by all the States to 
engage in w

ar, m
em

bers of C
ongress have the separate pow

er and 
ability to engage in w

ar that the State of M
aryland had, 

equivalent to the powers it had before it ratified the U
.S. 

C
onstitution, by and through C

lause 17 and M
aryland’s cession. 

W
hile m

em
bers of C

ongress cannot delegate their 
enum

erated legislative pow
ers for the U

nion—
including their 

enum
erated pow

er to engage in w
ar for the U

nion, over to 
foreign officials—

they can nevertheless delegate their exclusive 
legislative pow

ers, including the sovereign pow
er to engage in w

ar 
every nation-state has, over to U

.N
. officials. 34 

T
his exam

ple should begin to give readers a grasp of just how
 

extensive is this exclusive legislation pow
er (and how

 clever is the 
deception involving it). 

T
hat foreign officials m

ay never exercise any of the legislative 
pow

ers of the U
nion of States shouldn’t even be questioned.  Yet, 

the U
nited States ratified the U

.N
. C

harter, of 1945.  W
ell, it 

w
asn’t the U

nion of States that ratified it, it w
as C

ongress, under 
their exclusive authority of C

lause 17. 

H
ow

ever, nearly every bit as forbidden as foreign dignitaries 
exercising U

.S. governing authority, is delegating the enum
erated 

legislative pow
ers for the U

nion even to federal officials in the 
executive and judicial branches. 

34.  For elaboration on the w
ar pow

ers, see M
att Erickson’s 2018 

public dom
ain book “W

aging W
ar w

ithout C
ongress First Declaring 

It,” freely available electronically online at w
w

w
.PatriotC

orps.org. 

61 

T
he C

ourt all but ignored the concept of sovereign State 
im

m
unity, of a State deciding w

hen it w
ould allow

 itself to be 
sued.  But this holding w

as not the intention of the States w
hich 

ratified the C
onstitution, even if one could perhaps argue it had 

been the intent of the delegates w
ho fram

ed the C
onstitution, 

given their choice of w
ording.  

W
hen the Suprem

e C
ourt ruled States could be sued in 

federal courts against their w
ill, the highest court in the land had 

settled the m
atter, according to today’s standards. 

But the principals (the States) to the contract (the 
C

onstitution), are the only true parties to provide final clarity on 
the C

onstitution.  O
nly States resolve constitutional conflicts in 

final resolution, via ratification of a clarifying am
endm

ent. 

T
hus, in tw

o short years, the States’ representatives in 
C

ongress, follow
ing directives from

 their respective States, 
proposed a constitutional am

endm
ent, w

hich the States quickly 
ratified.  T

he Eleventh Am
endm

ent, of course, overruled the 
Suprem

e C
ourt’s 1793 opinion. 

T
his am

endm
ent clarified that the judicial pow

er of the 
U

nited States, shall not be construed to m
ean w

hat the C
ourt had 

just ruled (in this case, States being able to be sued in federal 
court, against their w

ill).  

T
he Eleventh Am

endm
ent stands as official testam

ent to the 
fundam

ental principle of the States as the principals that created 
and ratified the U

.S. C
onstitution have the final say on w

hat the 
C

onstitution m
eans, not the Suprem

e C
ourt, w

hich w
as 

overruled by the am
endm

ent. 

T
here w

as nothing nefarious about this case.  It is 
understandable w

hy the C
ourt ruled as it did.  T

he w
ords of the 

C
onstitution, strictly construed, appeared to m

andate the 
conclusion the justices gave. 
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In this case, the C
ourt understandably supported the 

C
onstitution’s express w

ords even as the States later clarified this 
m

eaning w
asn’t w

hat they had m
eant—

or, at a m
inim

um
, it w

as 
not w

hat they w
ould accept. 

T
he fundam

ental difference betw
een C

ongress (representing 
the States) and the U

.S. G
overnm

ent (the executive and judicial 
officers, as agents of the States, w

ho carry out the w
ill of 

C
ongress, acting w

ithin delegated pow
ers) is w

hy the U
.S. 

C
onstitution necessarily places a firm

 divide—
a true W

all of 
Separation—

betw
een them

. 

T
his divide is w

hy the U
.S. C

onstitution, in Article I, Section 
1, expressly “vests” or perm

anently “fixes” the enum
erated 

legislative pow
ers only in C

ongress. 

T
his division is w

hy every State of the U
nion is expressly 

guaranteed a R
epublican Form

 of G
overnm

ent in Article IV
, 

Section 4.  A “R
epublican Form

 of G
overnm

ent” m
eans a 

R
epresentative Form

 of G
overnm

ent, legislative representation 
being the fundam

ental building block of the U
nion. 

T
he N

on-D
elegation D

octrine attests to the vesting of the 
enum

erated legislative pow
ers only in m

em
bers of C

ongress, 
w

hose m
em

bers are altogether unable to delegate them
 elsew

here, 
such as to federal officers of the executive or judicial branches. 

T
he ability to delegate the enum

erated pow
ers for the U

nion 
is w

holly and totally beyond the authority of C
ongress and 

w
holly and totally beyond the authority of the C

ourt—
per the 

States’ express m
andates, per the U

.S. C
onstitution. 

Yet, it is Article I, Section 6 that provides confirm
ation of this 

separation, show
ing just how

 firm
ly is this separation of pow

ers, 
w

holly separate from
 executive and judicial officers, in its final 

w
ords: 

47 

had defended them
selves, before 1776 and before their 

declaration. 

T
herefore, the States necessarily had, at the tim

e they declared 
their independence from

 G
reat Britain, in 1776, the pow

er to 
engage in w

ar, at the State level.  If they hadn’t, w
e w

ould still be 
dependent colonies today. 

T
he w

ar-m
aking pow

er of the individual States w
ho m

et in a 
C

ontinental C
ongress (essentially as a group of am

bassadors, 
w

ithout any pow
er of coercion over the States) necessarily stayed 

w
ith them

, individually, until they voluntarily gave it up or 
restricted it of their ow

n accord. 

So—
because of Article I, Section 10 of the U

.S. 
C

onstitution—
the States, in ratifying the C

onstitution they 
created, voluntarily gave up their pow

er to initiate or engage in 
w

ar, short of being in im
m

inent danger of attack. 

T
he question w

hich m
ust be asked is, “Is the D

istrict Seat 
equally deprived of its inherent ability to engage in war (as a 
governm

ental authority exercising sovereign power)?” 

In ceding land for the D
istrict Seat, M

aryland didn’t give to 
C

ongress the pow
ers it retained after it had ratified the 

C
onstitution, but the ability or power to govern, going back to a 

base, sovereign nature. 

T
herefore, the pow

ers that m
em

bers of C
ongress exercise in 

the D
istrict Seat are not lim

ited by the Article I, Section 10 
prohibitions against “States.” 

N
either are m

em
bers of C

ongress restricted to exercising only 
the pow

ers M
aryland could exercise after that State had ratified 

the U
.S. C

onstitution.  Instead, m
em

bers received the sovereign 
power to govern, after the previous sovereign withdrew its ability 
to govern therein. 
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T
he concept of co-equal pow

ers rests upon a false foundation, 
that governm

ent servants w
ho exercise but delegated governm

ent 
pow

ers, instead have inherent pow
ers.  T

hus, it argues it takes 
tw

o m
ore tyrants, w

ho also exercise arbitrary pow
ers, to keep the 

other one in check. 

T
he idea that w

e are safer w
ith three tyrants battling one 

another for suprem
acy is an exceedingly bad idea, as Am

erican 
history readily proves. 

T
he doctrine of co-equal pow

ers for the U
nion is false—

after 
all, it w

as the States w
ho created the U

.S. C
onstitution and 

ratified it into existence.  It is the States w
ho ratify changes to the 

C
onstitution through the am

endm
ent process. 

It is the States w
ho are the principal to the agreem

ent w
hich 

is the U
.S. C

onstitution, w
ith C

ongress, the President and the 
C

ourts m
erely the delegates and agents of the States. 

T
he first bit of evidence show

ing this theory of co-equal 
pow

ers for the U
nion to be false is the length of Article I, as 

com
pared w

ith the lengths of Articles II and III. 

Article I—
w

hich discusses the legislative pow
ers granted to 

C
ongress—

takes up over half of the entire C
onstitution, as it w

as 
originally ratified, all by itself. 

In contrast, Article II—
w

hich discusses the executive pow
ers 

granted to the President—
takes up less than a quarter. 

And interestingly enough, Article III, w
hich discusses the 

judicial pow
ers granted to the C

ourts, m
akes up less than one-

tenth of the w
ords found in the original C

onstitution. 

T
o believe half as m

any w
ords in the C

onstitution 
nevertheless m

ake the executive branch equal in pow
er w

ith 
C

ongress is to believe the specific listing of allow
able pow

ers in an 
enum

erated governm
ent is largely m

eaningless and perhaps even 
irrelevant. 
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It is not the U
nited States collectively, versus the individual 

States, w
holly separate, for there are no U

nited States apart from
 

the consideration of States.  Elim
inate the States and the U

nited 
States autom

atically cease to exist.  But elim
inate the U

nited 
States and the individual States rem

ain. 

It is the sam
e principle as fam

ily, covered a m
om

ent ago.  
Elim

inate the individuals in the fam
ily and the fam

ily ceases and 
cannot exist, but the individuals of a fam

ily can and do often go 
their separate w

ays and no longer function as a fam
ily. 

T
he D

eclaration of Independence clearly show
s this principle 

of the States united together, show
ing a plurality, reading: 

“T
he unanim

ous D
eclaration of the thirteen united 

S
tates of A

m
erica.” 

 
T

here w
ere initially thirteen united States of Am

erica—
now

 
there are fifty. 

W
hile som

e patriots m
ay protest, claim

ing this com
parison 

interm
ixes differing eras and differing principles (because of 

ratification of the C
onstitution), the C

onstitution itself show
s 

that this fundam
ental proposition didn’t change w

ith ratification.  

T
his is clearly show

n by exam
ining the Eleventh Am

endm
ent, 

ratified in 1795—
six years after the U

nited States began m
eeting 

under the C
onstitution. 

T
he Eleventh Am

endm
ent to the U

.S. C
onstitution clearly 

tells of the judicial pow
er of the U

nited States no longer being: 
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“construed to extend to any suit in law
 or equity, 

com
m

enced or prosecuted against one of the U
nited 

S
tates , by C

itizens of another S
tate, or by C

itizens or 
S

ubject of any F
oreign S

tate.” 

T
hat the Eleventh Am

endm
ent expressly speaks to “one of 

the U
nited States,” just as the D

eclaration of Independence 
speaks to the thirteen united States of Am

erica, proves the 
assertion w

rong. 

T
he Eleventh Am

endm
ent directly speaks to each of the 

States united together in com
m

on U
nion, not any type of U

nited 
States apart from

 and above its m
em

bers. 

T
here are the individual States of the U

nion that individually 
exercise their reserved pow

ers locally w
ithin their geographic 

borders, and those sam
e States uniting together, sharing their 

national and federal pow
ers am

ongst them
selves, through their 

elected delegates (their elected m
em

bers of C
ongress). 

Eleventh A
m

endm
ent 

In 1793, the Suprem
e C

ourt understandably upheld the strict 
words of Article III, Section 2 of the C

onstitution, regarding 
w

hether the federal court had jurisdiction to hear controversies 
betw

een a State and citizens of another State. 

T
he Suprem

e C
ourt ultim

ately held the State of G
eorgia 

could be sued in federal court against its w
ill, by C

hisholm
, w

ho 
w

as an executor for a South C
arolina estate of a m

an w
ho had 

loaned m
oney to G

eorgia during the R
evolutionary W

ar, to help 
fund the w

ar effort.  T
he executor w

as seeking to collect on a 
delinquent loan due the estate from

 the State of G
eorgia. 

T
he clear w

ords of the U
.S. C

onstitution detailed that federal 
courts had jurisdiction to hear “C

ontroversies…
betw

een a State 
and C

itizens of another State,” im
plying, evidently, even against 

the State’s wishes. 
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T
o understand this N

on-D
elegation principle m

ore fully, it is 
necessary to understand our R

epublican Form
 of G

overnm
ent, 

and the fundam
ental separation of pow

ers betw
een m

em
bers of 

C
ongress w

ho exercise the legislative pow
ers of the U

nion, and 
the federal officers of the executive and judicial departm

ents w
ho 

carry out enacted law
. 

T
he U

.S. C
onstitution dem

arcates a near-absolute separation 
of pow

ers, except w
here the C

onstitution clearly specifies 
otherw

ise (such as the V
ice President of the U

nited States, serving 
as President of the Senate). 

Som
e of the confusion stem

s from
 the false claim

 of C
ongress 

being a co-equal branch of the U
nited States. 

T
he concept of co-equality sounds good, even w

ise, perhaps.  
T

hree co-equal branches supposedly serve as a check upon one 
another, or so the theory goes. 

But, said another w
ay, the error becom

es m
ore evident. 

If the structural fram
ew

ork of the C
onstitution doesn’t 

protect Am
ericans from

 tyranny, then no co-equality betw
een 

C
ongress, the President, or the C

ourts can. 

T
he co-equality of governm

ent asserts the jealousy of each 
branch guarding against an encroachm

ent from
 the other 

branches protects us all. 

T
he doctrine of co-equality—

of C
ongress, the President and 

the C
ourts—

rests upon the absurd prem
ise that these servants 

alone are the superior parties and there is no one or nothing 
superior to them

, that they have the final w
ord on w

hat is the 
C

onstitution and w
hat are their pow

ers. 

But, w
ith that false base, w

hat happens w
hen all three w

ork 
together, against private citizens?  W

hat happens is tyranny, 
w

hich w
e have increasingly faced over the past 200 years. 
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T
he needed exam

ination into this division of pow
ers can 

begin by looking into the w
ord “C

ongress.”  Everyone falsely 
presum

es this w
ord is singular, pointing to the entity or branch of 

governm
ent m

aking law
. 

But the C
onstitution repeatedly show

s “C
ongress” to be a 

plural term
, rather than singular. 

In Article I, in the discussion of taking the census (every 10 
years, thereafter), Section 2 details:  

“T
he actual E

num
eration shall be m

ade w
ithin three 

Y
ears after the first M

eeting of the C
ongress of the 

U
nited S

tates …
in such M

anner as they shall by Law
 

direct.” 

U
sing the pronoun “they” in the clause—

referring back to 
“C

ongress”—
readily show

s the plural nature of C
ongress as a 

m
eeting of legislative m

em
bers w

ho represent the States rather 
than an entity of its ow

n accord. 

Section 4 sim
ilarly directs: 

“T
he C

ongress shall assem
ble…

on the first 
M

onday in D
ecem

ber, unless they shall by Law
 appoint 

a different D
ay.” 

And Section 7 indicates if the President does not return a bill 
w

ithin ten D
ays, the sam

e shall be a law
: 

“…
unless the C

ongress, by their A
djournm

ent 
prevent its R

eturn.” 

Several other clauses repeat this sam
e form

ula, show
ing 

C
ongress to be a plural term

. 

A deeper dig into the explicit reason for the plurality show
s 

w
hy this issue is of critical im

portance. 

As Sections 2 and 3 show
, m

em
bers of C

ongress are elected 
by voters of their respective States, to represent their State, in a 
m

eeting of all the States, through their elected delegates. 
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H
ere, Article I clearly show

s that m
em

bers of C
ongress have 

not been granted all the legislative Pow
er, only the particular 

pow
ers therein enum

erated, w
ithin the articles, sections and 

clauses of the C
onstitution. 

And, of course, the T
enth Am

endm
ent clearly verifies this 

fundam
ental Am

erican principle, of enum
erated federal pow

ers 
and reserved State pow

ers. 

W
hile the w

ord “All” of Section I m
ay initially look like it 

w
ould refer to every im

aginable legislative pow
er being given to 

C
ongress, w

hen reading it carefully, one clearly sees the qualifier 
“herein granted” that lim

its the pow
ers to those listed. 

T
he w

ord “All” is actually used prim
arily to keep the granted 

legislative pow
ers away from

 the President and courts! 

T
he w

ord “All” helps prove no legislative pow
ers m

ay ever be 
exercised by the President or the courts (unless specified in the 
C

onstitution)—
instead, the enum

erated legislative pow
ers therein 

granted are all vested in C
ongress (and only in C

ongress). 

Indeed, one could w
rite “O

nly the legislative Pow
ers herein 

granted shall be vested in a C
ongress of the U

nited States” and 
the substitute w

ording w
ouldn’t extend or restrict the enum

erated 
pow

ers granted to any extent. 

Substitution of “All” w
ith “O

nly” sim
ply m

ake it less obvious 
that neither the President nor the C

ourts have legislative power. 

T
hese are the fundam

ental reasons for the W
all of Separation 

betw
een C

ongress w
hose m

em
bers represent States, and the 

executive and judicial branches, as these latter tw
o branches 

com
prise and m

ake up the G
overnm

ent of the U
nited States. 

T
here is m

ore to look at, but first it is appropriate to turn our 
attention to the term

—
the U

nited States—
to understand w

hat 
the C

onstitution signifies w
hen using this term

. 
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Literally speaking, the term
s “U

nited States” and “U
nited 

States of Am
erica” are also collective term

s, not singular. 

T
here is no separate entity know

n as the U
nited States just as 

there is no separate entity know
n as the Sm

ith Fam
ily, that has a 

life of its ow
n, apart from

 individuals.  It is just M
r. John Sm

ith, 
M

rs. Jane Sm
ith, Johnny Sm

ith, and Janie Sm
ith, w

ho share a 
com

m
on bond.  Four individuals in one fam

ily, just as there are 
now

 50 States in one U
nion. 

T
he U

.S. C
onstitution confirm

s the m
eaning of U

nited States 
as the collection of States united together in every passage of the 
C

onstitution that indicates w
ord form

. 

For instance, look at Article III and its definition of Treason.  
It discusses “T

reason against the U
nited States,” as consisting 

only in “levying W
ar against them

, adhering to their Enem
ies,” 

giving those enem
ies “Aid and C

om
fort.” 

T
he use of the pronoun “them

” and then a m
om

ent later, 
using the possessive pronoun “their,” indicate a plural m

eaning of 
the noun therein referenced—

"the U
nited States.” 

T
he T

hirteenth Am
endm

ent equally show
s the plural nature 

of the U
nited States:  

“N
either slavery nor involuntary servitude, except 

as a punishm
ent for crim

e w
hereof the party shall have 

been duly convicted, shall exist w
ithin the U

nited 
S

tates , or any place subject to their jurisdiction.” 

If the U
nited States w

ere a singular entity of its ow
n accord, 

“its” w
ould have been used, not “their.” 

T
here is no such thing as a U

nited States apart from
 the 

States united together. W
e have never faced a “them

 versus us” 
battle—

betw
een the federal and State governm

ents—
for there is 

only “us.” 

51 

O
r, said another w

ay, if the C
ourt be co-equal in pow

er to 
C

ongress, then the 377 w
ords found in Article III m

ust be six 
tim

es as powerful as the 2,268 w
ords of Article I! 

T
he co-equal pow

ers doctrine asserts the m
ore the 

C
onstitution enum

erates, the less pow
er the w

ords hold. 

If the pow
ers be co-equal, then Article III could have sim

ply 
stopped after its first 30 w

ords: 

“T
he judicial P

ow
er of the U

nited S
tates, shall be 

vested in one suprem
e C

ourt, and in such inferior 
C

ourts as the C
ongress m

ay from
 tim

e to tim
e ordain 

and establish.” 

And, if the enum
eration of pow

ers w
ere ultim

ately 
m

eaningless, then w
hy w

ould the Fram
ers have not sim

ply given 
C

ongress the legislative pow
er, the President the executive pow

er 
and then the C

ourts the judicial pow
er, and then ended the 

C
onstitution, right then and there? 

If governm
ent be divided into three co-equal branches, then 

w
hy did M

adison prom
ote ratification of the proposed 

C
onstitution, in The Federalist #51, by saying? 

“In republican governm
ent, the legislative authority 

necessarily predom
inates.” 35 

T
he strength of C

ongress is w
hy it is in turn divided into the 

H
ouse of R

epresentatives and the Senate. 

O
ne m

ust understand this heavy em
phasis in the 

C
onstitution, on C

ongress and their legislative pow
ers, for the 

answ
er helps explain how

 the vast bulk of the C
onstitution is 

being sidestepped today. 

W
ithin the U

.S. C
onstitution, there is a strict division of labor 

—
a clear separation of pow

ers—
but no “co-equality,” as such. 

35.  w
w

w
.https://avalon.law

.yale.edu/18th_century/fed51.asp 
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“B
e it E

nacted, by the S
enate and H

ouse of 
R

epresentatives of the U
nited S

tates of A
m

erica, in 
C

ongress assem
bled …

” 

O
ne cannot overlook the m

eaning and im
portance of these 

phrases.  Each and every legislative Act and each and every 
legislative resolution confirm

 U
.S. Senators and U

.S. 
R

epresentatives of the several States assem
ble together in a 

C
ongress of all the States—

assem
ble together in a m

eeting of the 
States, m

eet together in an assem
bling of the States—

and pass 
law

s w
ithin the authority ceded by every State as evidenced by the 

w
ritten U

.S. C
onstitution. 

T
he C

onstitution places so m
uch em

phasis on C
ongress 

because m
em

bers represent the principals (the States) under the 
agreem

ent know
n as the C

onstitution.  M
em

bers of C
ongress are 

the delegates of the States, w
hen those States m

eet under the 
term

s of the C
onstitution, and as it guides their allow

able action, 
as determ

ined by the original agreem
ent, as am

ended. 

T
he opening line on the Bill of R

ights clearly show
s this 

truth, as it reads: 

“C
ongress of the U

nited S
tates, begun and held at 

the C
ity of N

ew
 Y

ork, on W
ednesday the F

ourth of 
M

arch, one thousand seven hundred and eighty-
nine…

” 

T
he critical principle needed to be discovered w

ithin this 
opening line m

ay be easier seen w
hen it is shortened to “C

ongress 
of the U

nited States, begun and held at the C
ity of N

ew
 York,” 

or, m
ore fully shortened, “ C

ongress…
begun and held.” 

O
ne m

ust ask oneself, m
ay the phase “C

ongress…
begun and 

held” m
ake any gram

m
atical sense—

or retain any rational 
m

eaning w
hatsoever—

if “C
ongress” m

eans an entity or branch, 
like com

m
only thought? 

T
he answ

er, of course, is “N
o;” for w

hile an entity can 
begin—

it can be created—
it certainly cannot be “held.” 
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“Entity…
begun and held” or “Branch…

begun and held” 
m

ake absolutely no sense w
hatsoever, no m

atter how
 you slice the 

phraseology. 

V
iew

ed in proper form
, in contrast, “C

ongress”—
m

eaning 
the m

eeting together of the principals to the agreem
ent know

n as 
the U

.S. C
onstitution, through their chosen delegates (their U

.S. 
Senators and U

.S. R
epresentatives)—

"begun and held” m
akes 

perfect sense. 

“C
ongress…

begun and held” m
akes perfect sense only w

hen 
you realize it m

eans “M
eeting…

begun and held” or 
“Assem

bly…
begun and held.” 

“C
ongress” literally m

eans a m
eeting or assem

bling of the 
States, through their elected delegates. 

O
nly States m

ay change the C
onstitution, by ratifying 

am
endm

ents proposed by their elected delegates w
ho represent 

the States in the com
m

on m
eeting of the States, or by the States 

them
selves, in conventions. 

Im
portantly, not even the direct agents of the principals 

them
selves—

the elected R
epresentatives and Senators—

m
ay ever 

increase their ow
n pow

ers.  T
hese m

en and w
om

en w
ho serve in 

C
ongress m

ay only ask the principals, directly, to consider giving 
their delegates m

ore pow
ers. 

N
ever m

ay officials in the executive or judicial departm
ents 

have any say w
hatsoever to changes of C

onstitutional authority. 

And, that is also w
hy the enum

erated legislative pow
ers listed 

in the C
onstitution are vested only w

ith m
em

bers of C
ongress 

and w
hy executive and judicial officers m

ay never exercise them
. 

It is because the executive and judicial officers aren’t elected 
to represent the individual States in the m

eeting betw
een the 

States.  N
o federal officer—

even the President—
is ever elected or 

appointed to represent single States of the U
nion. 
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T
he fundam

ental W
all of Separation separating C

ongress and 
the U

.S. G
overnm

ent (the latter consisting only of the executive 
and judicial branches) is additionally evidenced by closer 
exam

ination into the fundam
ental differences of the legislative 

pow
ers, from

 the executive pow
er and judicial pow

er. 

Article III, for exam
ple, sim

ply begins: 

“T
he judicial P

ow
er of the U

nited S
tates, shall be 

vested in one suprem
e C

ourt, and in such inferior 
C

ourts as the C
ongress m

ay from
 tim

e to tim
e ordain 

and establish.” 

Article II is sim
ilar, beginning: 

“T
he executive P

ow
er shall be vested in a 

P
resident of the U

nited S
tates of A

m
erica.” 

Both the judicial “Pow
er” and executive “Pow

er” are w
orded 

singularly.  N
ote, how

ever, the fundam
ental difference of 

w
ording regarding the legislative powers granted to C

ongress. 

Pay particularly close attention to the fact that Article I is not 
w

orded like Articles II and III —
 it does not read, for exam

ple, 
“T

he legislative Pow
er shall be vested in C

ongress.” 

Article I actually begins w
ith the w

ords: 

“A
ll legislative P

ow
ers herein granted shall be 

vested in a C
ongress of the U

nited S
tates…

” 

So, w
hile Article II gave all the executive Pow

er (as a w
hole 

pow
er [undivided]) to the President and Article III gave all the 

judicial Pow
er (“Pow

er” again listed singularly) to the suprem
e 

and inferior C
ourts, the States through the U

.S. C
onstitution yet 

only gave the legislative Pow
ers to C

ongress that w
ere therein 

granted (“Powers” referenced in plural form
, w

ith an “s,” show
ing 

only part of the legislative pow
er w

as delegated [w
ith the States 

reserving the rem
ainder]).  
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“C
ongress” refers directly to this m

eeting of the States.  For 
exam

ple, in the section exam
ined a m

om
ent ago, notice its w

ords: 

“T
he actual E

num
eration shall be m

ade w
ithin three 

Y
ears after the first M

eeting of the C
ongress of the 

U
nited S

tates …
in such M

anner as they shall by Law
 

direct.” 

T
he w

ord “C
ongress” points literally to a “M

eeting” of the 
States, as the States united together in a com

m
on U

nion.  Section 
4 repeats this understanding, saying: 

“T
he C

ongress shall assem
ble at least once in 

every Y
ear, and such M

eeting shall be on the first 
M

onday in D
ecem

ber, unless they shall by Law
 appoint 

a different D
ay.” 

“C
ongress shall assem

ble…
in…

such M
eeting” show

s the 
literal assem

bling of the States in their joint m
eeting to enact law

 
w

ithin their delegated pow
ers. 

A brief exam
ination of the Bill of R

ights, in its pream
ble, 

helps show
 w

hat citizens today m
iss, w

hich the Fram
ers 

understood w
ell.  T

he third paragraph of the pream
ble to the Bill 

of R
ights details: 

“R
esolved, by the S

enate and H
ouse of 

R
epresentatives of the U

nited S
tates of A

m
erica, in 

C
ongress assem

bled…
” 

N
ote especially the ending of this passage—

"in C
ongress 

assem
bled.”   T

his phrase and this ending are found in every 
legislative resolution ever resolved, as every legislative resolution 
of C

ongress show
s.  

T
he Senators and R

epresentatives from
 the States w

hich 
elected them

 assem
ble in C

ongress and pass resolutions according 
to their delegated pow

ers. 

Every legislative Act is sim
ilarly w

orded:  


