I am not pleased at being here today. I am not pleased because I, as a law�abiding citizen, have been brought to trial for simply upholding the highest principles embodied in the Constitution of the United States.


I am not pleased because the citizenry at large, has been beguiled and misled to the point whereby they are no longer able to discern between right and wrong.


I am not pleased because the general public, and most of the members of the three branches of government, have in effect adopted the attitude that government spokesmen are right in whatever they decree, as if they are imparted with a special knowledge and wisdom unavailable to the common man.


I am not pleased that representatives of the administrations of our governments have disregarded their oath of office, an oath in which they pledged to uphold the Constitution and, in so doing, have set a course which is destroying the very principles embodied in that great charter.


The Constitution of our country is a grant of authority from the people to their governmental agent for the protection of their God�given Rights to Life, Liberty, and Property. Life, liberty and property do not owe there origin to the Constitution. On the contrary, it was the existence of the inalienable rights of life, liberty, and property that caused men to make laws in the first place. They are rights, therefore, to which government is subordinate.


The Founding Fathers were zealous in the fact that they did not want to establish a government that could possibly, under any circumstances, extend its power and become oppressive to the public instead of subservient to it.


I am reminded of an incident that occurred when Thomas Jefferson was discussing the Constitution. A person commented to Jefferson that the framers of the Constitution apparently had little confidence in the good intentions of the men who would make up the new government because the framers had imposed so many restrictions and restraints on what those government officials could and could not do. To this Jefferson replied:


"It would be a dangerous delusion if we did not fear for the safety of our rights, but entrusted these rights to the men we elect to public office.


"We should be jealous of these rights and not have confidence in other men to deal with them. It is with jealousy therefore, and not confidence, that causes us to establish a constitution of limited government to bind down those who we are obliged to trust with power; and our Constitution has accordingly fixed the limits to which, and no further, our confidence may go.


"In questions of power, then, let no more be said of confidence in man, BUT BIND HIM DOWN FROM MISCHIEF BY THE CHAINS OF THE CONSTITUTION."


So, as you can see, the intent of our forefathers was to bind the administrators of government they were creating to the limitations of the written Constitution; the purpose of which was to protect our God�given rights to life, liberty and property.


In the event that those involved in the administration of the government begin to serve a counter purpose and use their governmental position to force upon the public issues contrary to the law, then we the people are only under no obligation to obey their dictates, but are, to the contrary, obligated to see that the true purpose and intent of the law is maintained.


The framers of the Constitution for the State of Maryland, realizing the natural inclination of those in government positions to usurp power and thereby threaten our rights, made it very clear in Article 6 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights what "We The People" are to do when such a crisis occurs.


“...Wherefore, whenever the ends of Government are perverted, and public liberty manifestly endangered, and all other means of redress are ineffectual, the People may, and of right ought, to reform the old, or establish a new Government; the doctrine of non-resistance against arbitrary power and oppression is absurd slavish and destructive of the good and happiness of mankind."


History has shown the necessity of the strongest checks upon power, whether exercised by one man, a few, or many. Our Federal and State Constitutions provide us with those checks and, they either mean what they say, or, simply put, we have no constitutions. If the wording in our Constitutions can be misconstrued by any agent in the administration of our government with impunity, then "We The People" are without lawful government. Article 44 of the Declaration of Rights contained in the Maryland Constitution states:


"That the provisions of the Constitutions ... apply, as well in time of war, as in time of peace; and any departure therefrom, or violation thereof, ... is subversive of good Government, and tends to anarchy and despotism."


If the ideals and principles contained in the Constitution are not truly believed and practiced by the people, then these documents become mere scraps of paper. It is the practice of these ideals and principles that is the key to liberty.


Our Federal Constitution contains the safeguards that are necessary to protect our wealth through lawful, honest money; and to prevent it from being stolen by the issuance and forced usage of an unbacked paper currency. History has unequivocally proven that usage of unbacked paper currency will ultimately result in economic collapse. Such collapse is always precipitated by an apathetic citizenry which renders the nation vulnerable to absolute tyranny.


I have chosen not to be apathetic and have proven my sincerity by teaching constitutional principles to various individuals, citizens groups and radio audiences. Further, I have subjected myself and my family to the dangers of loss of property, loss of liberty, and even loss of life, that are, unfortunately, inherent with the exercise of one's fundamental freedoms. But, I must add that my concern for these dangers is offset by my faith in the true and living God.


This has been the basis of my action. I chose my course of action, not on an emotional feeling, but on a simple, straight-forward interpretation of the Constitution.


No one is required to obey a law that is unconstitutional. No one is under any compulsion whatsoever to pay fees or file forms if he believes that in doing so he permits the violation of his God�given rights, as secured for each person by our Constitutions.








I have exercised my right to petition for redress of grievance by contacting the State of Maryland authorities and asking them to address this issue of lawful money, as mandated by our Federal Constitution. I have never received an answer from them. Instead, because I have taken positions that I truly believe to be constitutionally correct, I have been prosecuted by these same authorities who sworn by oath to uphold the Constitution. 


These authorities engaged half-a-dozen people for two days of trial plus an unknown amount of time for preparation. If they could spend such an exorbitant amount of time engaging in a trial, is it not feasible to expect that they could have spent a small fragment of that time responding to my letters, and perhaps thereby avoiding this entire court confrontation? I did not get the simple courtesy of a reply. Not even a note saying, "We received your letter and are in the process of considering it." What was I to do?


In my opinion, there is a clear contradiction between the mandates of our Federal Constitution and what the Maryland State Comptroller's office requires. Since I could not obtain clarification from the Comptroller's Office, I choose a course that conformed with the mandates of our Constitution. It is an established principle in American Jurisprudence that:


"The general rule is that an unconstitutional statute, though having the form and name of law, is in reality no law, but is wholly void, and ineffective for any purpose; since unconstitutionality dates from the time of its enactment, and not merely from the date of the decision so branding it. An unconstitutional law, in legal contemplation, is as inoperative as if it had never been passed. Such a statute leaves the question that it purports to settle just as it would be had the statute not been enacted.


"Since an unconstitutional law is void, the general principles follow that it imposes no duties, confers no rights, creates no office, bestows no power or authority on anyone, affords no Protection, and justifies no acts performed under it


"A void act cannot be legally consistent with a valid one. An unconstitutional law cannot operate to supersede any existing valid law. Indeed, insofar as a statute runs counter to the fundamental law of the land, it is superseded thereby.


"No one is bound to obey an unconstitutional law and no courts are bound to enforce it."


	Sixteenth American Jurisprudence Second Edition, Section 177


For this simple act of obeying the mandates of our Constitution, I have been found guilty by a jury of something that cannot even be a crime. I have received feedback that several jurors were in agreement that we had presented a far better case than the State. The juror in question further remarked, to my discredit, that I had "only sent one letter to the State." He was wrong, but it begs the question, how far should a person have to go? Where is the dividing line between guilt and innocence? Is it two letters? Is it three? Is it nine or ten? How 'right' does a person have to be in order to be found innocent?


All of this leads me to say that I cannot feel remorse, nor can I find confidence in our state government when it resorts to such actions as it has done here with me. They have totally ignored the issues I raised, and the prosecutor, Mr. Charles Burton Frey, had to direct his comments to an attack against me personally. He used untruths, insults and insinuations to garner the jury's verdict. Furthermore, why did the State bring criminal charges against me? They have a civil suit in process, and they know, because of my letters and verbal discussions, that I have a bona fide objection to the monetary system, an objection that can only be resolved in the civil forum. Could it be that they pursued criminal charges because they do not want to address my objections in a civil forum?


Since the trial, I have become aware of a program in which the Federal government engages. "The Federal government, in a special program, is minting a limited number of 'Silver Coins'. These coins are 'half dollars,' and are called the 'first U.S. coins to have 90 percent silver content since the 1964 Kennedy half dollar.'" They are selling these "half dollar" coins for twelve dollars (sic) in Federal Reserve Notes. Please tell me: How can they sell a "half dollar" for twelve dollars? How can we stomach such a fraud without seeing the truth?


This is proof of the fraud of paper currency, and I am not pleased. In fact, I am displeased that I, a law-abiding citizen who dared to state the truth and expose the lie of paper currency must now be forced to stand before this court while those who succeeded in suppressing me, rejoice without concern.


The famous English poet, Dryden, said, "Beware the fury of a patient man." I would like to say to these rejoicers that, while they may prevail for a season, they have yet to reckon with the might and fury of the American people who, when aroused to the truth of how the money manipulators have stolen our wealth, will rise up and demand justice.


In closing, I did not have to subject myself to this battle. 1 could have chosen the easier path of 'tranquil servitude' to the State; however, my understanding of God's moral law, which forms the basis of our common law and hence our Constitution, has bid me to discover the true nature of liberty. It begins and ends with Christ. Indeed, His moral law is our liberty(and our forefathers knew this. As our nation moves further away from God, she moves further away from liberty. We must therefore exercise our God-given liberty or lose it, and, when state and federal statutes contradict the Constitution, the Constitution must prevail, no matter what the cost.


I could retire in tranquillity and prosperity today, but there are more important matters in life. My understanding of the truth of the Word of God and the history of my beloved country demands that I stand here as a witness to that truth so that it is on record eternally. I simply cannot deny my own conscience, come what may. When I think of what my God has done for me on the cross at Calvary, this stand I take is the least I can do to protect our God-given Rights of Life, Liberty, and Property.


Thank you for your consideration.
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