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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF AFFIDAVIT 

OF TERMINATION OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST 
 
Memorandum in Support of Revesting Title of the United States of America Social Security, Individual 

Grantor Trust known as the PUBLIC VESSEL that is serviced by the Authorized 

Representative/Grantor/co-Beneficiary/co-Fiduciary known formerly as the Applicant on Form SS-5. 

 

Argument demonstrating the Corporate Franchisee relationship of an empty title of nobility. 

 

Are you a part of the Collective Entity, the "U.S." and/or "U.S.of A., Inc."?  

 "Observation": A person has a property right in the use of his or her name which a person may 

assign." Gracey v. Maddin, 769 S.W. 2nd 497 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1989); 57 Am Jur 2d on Page 620, Section 2.  

 A SUIT BY A CORPORATION IN ITS CORPORATE NAME IS CONCLUSIVELY PRESUMED 

TO BE BROUGHT BY CITIZENS OF THE STATE WHICH CREATED IT. O. & M. Railway Co. v. 

Wheeler, Black. 286. See also: Louisville R. R. Co. v. Litson, 2 How. 497; Marshal v. Baltimore & Ohio R. R. 

Co., 16 Id. 414, viz: SAME v. SAME.  

 

Are you, the real man or woman, civiliter mortuss [civilly dead] concerning the sovereign political will?  

 Subject: 1 TAC § 79.31 CORPORATIONS  

 § 79.31. Characters of Print Acceptable in Names  

 (a) Entity names may consist of letters of the Roman alphabet, Arabic numerals, and certain symbols 

capable of being reproduced on a standard English language typewriter, or combination thereof. (b) Only upper 

case or capitol letters, with no distinction as to type face or font, will be recognized. (c) Arabic numerals 

include 0, 1. 2. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. (d) The symbols recognized as part of a name may include ! " $ % ' ( ) * ? 

# = @ [ ] / + & and - . Source: The provisions of this §79.31 adopted to be effective January 1, 1976: amended 

to be effective September 15, 1981, 6 Tex Reg 3249; amended to be effective January 2, 1992, 16 TexReg 

7469.  

 Brasswell v. United States 487 U.S. 99 (1988) This doctrine - known as the collective entity rule- has 

a lengthy and distinguished pedigree. What is a "collective entity"? A collective entity is simply a corporate 

entity. The theme of the collective entity rule states: Brasswell v. United States 487 U.S. 99 (1988) quoting, 

United States v. White 322 U.S. 694 (1944) "But individuals, when acting as representatives of a collective 

group, cannot be said to be exercising their personal rights and duties, nor be entitled to their purely personal 

privileges. Rather they assume the rights, duties and privileges of the artificial entity or association of which 

they are agents or officers and they are bound by its obligations."  

 Citizenship, means nothing more than residence. Lessee of Cooper v. Galbright, 3 Wall. C.C. 540; 

Gaselee v. Ballon, 5 Pet. 761; Shelton v. Tiffin, 6 How. 168; Lessee of Butler v. Farnsworth, 4 Wash. C.C. 

101.  
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DID YOU AUTHORIZE AN INCOME TAX TO BE IMPOSED?  

 

 The Supreme Court of the United States ruled in Chas C. Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis (May 24, 

1937), 301 U.S. 548, 575 S. Ct. 883 that: "Natural Rights, so called, are as much subject to taxation as 

rights of less importance." (fn/3, 4, 5, 6, and 7), Id., 301 U.S. 548, at 581. "It extends to vocations or 

activities pursued as of common right." "Indeed, ownership itself, as we had occasion to point out the 

other day, is only a bundle of rights and privileges invested with a single name," cf. Henneford v. Silas 

Mason Co., Inc. (March 29, 1937) 300 U.S. 577, 57 S.Ct. 524, 527. "Congress may tax the transmission of 

property by will."  

 "By this we do not intimate that the conclusion would be different if a contract were discovered." 

"Even sovereigns may contract without derogating from their sovereignty." Perry v. United States, 294 

U.S. 330, 353, 55 S.Ct. 432, 436, 95 A.L.R. 1335; 1 Oppenheim, International Law (4th Ed.) 493, 494; Hall, 

International Law (8th Ed.) 107; 2 Hyde, International Law, 489. However, it cannot be overlooked that:  

 "If the nation comes down from its position of sovereignty and enters the domain of commerce, it 

submits itself to the same laws that govern individuals therein. It assumes the position of an ordinary citizen 

and it cannot recede from the fulfillment of its obligations." 74 Fed. Rep. 145, following 91 U.S. 398.  

 The law merchant is harsh, but it merely enforces the provisions of mutual contracts. Swanson v. 

Fuline (1965) 248 F. Supp. 364, 369. See: U.C.C. § 1-201(11).  

 At the heart of every contract lies a mystery involving the "transfer of the interest in property," 

including a political "res" pronounced "race" which every contract embraces. How is it legally possible that the 

Federal Corporation dba "United States" can claim any capacity of sovereignty whatever, when it unduly takes 

advantage of the transfer of res and title to property and the (security) interest therein by unilateral contract, 

which otherwise binds private parties in their ordinary everyday commercial affairs; especially where the 

transferor becomes clothed with the apparent authority to act as a Bankrupt or an Insolvent Debtor, under 

limited liability. In construing the subject matter of property that is, of "res" (pronounced "race") and title (the 

legal interest), as distinguished from use and possession, it is important that resort be made to Chancellor 

Kent, Kent's Commentaries (1884), Part II, Lecture XIX, pages 416-417, in the case opinion concerning the 

general, not special, charter of Dartmouth College (4 Wheat. 518) as it pertains to Article I, Section 10, Clause 

1, Constitution for the United States of America, to wit:  

 "...the provision in the Constitution never had been understood to embrace other contracts than 

those which respect property, or some object of value, which may be asserted in a court of justice." See: 

U.C.C. § 1-201(3).  

 The Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis court gave an illustration of this power to tax going as far back as 

1695, 1777 and 1780; the last two references followed the Declaration of Independence of July 4, 1776, that 
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supposedly lifted the yoke of British tyranny against Americans; a common societal delusion that succumbed 

to the legal plunder of the British Accreditation Regency (BAR), a goodly portion of the Liberty and 

Prosperity of America, under the general scheme of the warmed over "Statute of Uses ("Use")," 27 Henry VIII 

(pre-1377), c. 10; 2 Bla. Com. 333; commonly known as a "Public Use." fn/8  

 The court ruled: "Congress may tax the enjoyment of a corporate franchise, though a state and 

not Congress has brought the franchise into being," cf. Flint v. Stone Tracey Co., 220 U.S. 107, 108, 155 

S. ____, 31 S. Ct. 342, Ann. Cas. 1912B, 1312. It is the terms of such a contract, that is of corporate franchise 

that needs to be revealed, for the general rule at "common law" prohibits the creation of corporations.  

 At about the same time the high court ruled contrary to the above in Coppage v. Kansas (1914) 236 

U.S. 14; Adkins v. Children's Hospital (1923) 261 U.S. 545, 546; and Lynch v. Household Finance Corp. 

(1972) 405 U.S. 538, that continues to perpetuate the legal plunder of America, through the practice of barratry 

and champerty, upon millions of unsuspecting victims who fall prey to the false conclusion of law that the 

"Federal" Constitution protects them in the vindication of their precious unalienable rights, time out of mind. 

Such insanity permeates this Nation and people, and is demonstrative of the dolus malus, deceit, dishonesty 

and fraudulent inducement instigated and maintained by the legal industry, to conceal the fact that (commercial 

belli) economic warfare is what is and continues to this very day in lieu of the bloody physical hostilities 

witnessed by the American Revolution and subsequent Civil War; that stultifies most if not all people who are 

confronted by any one of the thousands of revenuers, attempting to "eat out their substance." See: "maritime 

contract."  

 In John Barron v. The Mayor and City of Baltimore, 7 U.S. (Pet.) 240, the Supreme Court ruled that 

the Federal Constitution, particularly the Fifth (Vth) Amendment, does not pertain to the people of the Fifty 

states, because they are not parties to it. They are not grantors, settlors, nor creators of it. Same in 1854, in 

Padelford, Fay & Co. v. The Mayor, City of Savannah, 14 Ga. 438, at 520; and after enactment of the XIVth 

Amendment, in Spies v. Illinois (1887) 123 U.S. 131, 31 L. Ed. 80. In Chas C. Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis 

(May 24, 1937), 301 U.S. 548, 575 S. Ct. 883 the court ruled that the Fifth (Vth) Amendment unlike the 

Fourteenth has no equal protection clause, and has never been incorporated into the Fourteenth Amendment, 

cf. LaBelle Iron Works v. United States, 256 U.S. 377, 392, 41 S.Ct. 528, 532; and Brushaber v. Union 

Pacific R.R. Co., 240 U.S. 1, at page 24, 36 S.Ct. 236, L.R.A. 1917D, 414, Ann.Cas. 1917B, 713. See also 

Curtiss v. Loether (1974) 415 U.S. 189, 192, n. 6, wherein the court ruled that the "common law" (Bill of 

Rights) is not incorporated into the XIVth Amendment; Minneapolis & St. Louis R. R. v. Bomblis (1916) 241 

U.S. 211; Chauffers, Teamsters & Helpers, Local No. 391 v. Terry (1990) 110 S. Ct. 1339, 1344; and Delima 

v. Bidwell, 182 U.S. 1 (1901). The reference to "common law" refers to claims and defenses for legal 

(contractual) as opposed to equitable rights or remedies, Chauffers, supra, Id., 110 S. Ct. at 1344. But, see: 

U.C.C. §§ 1-201(19)("good faith"), 1-203 ("course of dealing"), 1-205 ("usage of trade"), 1-205(4) and 2-208 

("course of performance"); and PEB, Commentary 10 (February 10, 1994).  

 The Supreme Court has additionally ruled that all contracts with government, express or implied, are 

maritime in their nature, The Glide, 167 U.S. 606; and The Corsair, 145 U.S. 342, and therefore of admiralty 
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jurisdiction, American Ins. Co. v. Canter (1828) 1 U.S. (Pet.) 511, 545; whereas "A case in admiralty does 

not, in fact, arise under the Constitution or Laws of the United States." See: U.C.C. § 1-201(19). The concept 

of the "Agreement" consists of more than the parties' language alone, and includes a variety of elements, all of 

which must be synthesized, Nanakuli Paving & Rock Co. v. Shell Oil Co., 664 F.2d 772, 32 UCC Rep. Serv. 

(Callaghan) 1025 (9th Cir. 1981). U.C.C. 1-205(4). Put differently, a "person's" resort to principles of law or 

equity outside the Code (U.C.C.) are not appropriate to create rights, duties, and liabilities inconsistent with 

those stated in the Code. See: "manorial extent."  

 There is, however, a conclusive (statutory) presumption, judicially established, that these corporate 

franchises are citizens and subjects of the state of incorporation, [read Virgin Islands for US Public 

Vessel in Social Security, Editors note] Marshall v. Baltimore & Ohio R.R. (1853) 16 U.S. (How.) 

314, for which an estoppel is imposed upon anyone denying such citizenship, Covington Drawbridge Co. v. 

Shepard (1857) 20 U.S. (How.) 227. To be certain, resort is made to but four (4), of many, cases that bear 

mention, to wit: U.S. v. One 1966 Chevrolet Pickup Truck, 56 F.R.D. 450 (1972); U.S. of A. v. $3,976.62 in 

Currency, One 1960 Ford Station Wagon, 37 F.R.D. 564; U.S. v. Slater, 82-2 USTC 9571; and Rachel 

Templeton v. Internal Revenue Service, 86-1363 on appeal from 85 C. 457. In not one of these maritime 

causes of action, based upon a supposed valid maritime contract, sounding in debt, was there an attempt made 

by the libelee to deny the existence of the corporate franchise nor was there any evidence submitted and 

received by the court rebutting the presumption of "citizenship of the United States." To be certain, a 

"Corporate Franchise" is defined (non obstante) as:  

"Corporate Franchise: The right to exist and do business as a corporation. The right or privilege granted by the 

state or government to the persons forming an aggregate corporation, and their successors, to exist and do 

business as a corporation and to exercise the rights and powers incidental to that form of organization, under 

contract, or necessarily implied in the grant." A "Franchise" is defined (non obstante) as:  

Franchise: A special privilege to do certain things conferred by government on individual or corporation, and 

which does not belong to citizens generally of common right; e.g., "right granted" to offer cable television 

service. In England, it is defined to be a royal privilege in the hands of a subject. A privilege granted or sold 

such as to use a name or to sell products or services. The right given by a manufacturer or supplier to a retailer 

to use his products and name on terms and conditions mutually agreed upon.  

 In its simplest terms, a franchise is a license from owner of a trademark or trade name permitting 

another to sell a product or service under that name or mark. More broadly stated, a "franchise" has evolved 

into an elaborate agreement under which the franchisee undertakes to conduct a business or sell a product 

or service by the franchisor, and the franchisor undertakes to assist the franchisee through advertising, 

promotion and other advisory services. (Employer/employee relationships?).  

 General and special. The charter of a corporation is its "general" franchise, while a "special" 

franchise consists in any rights granted by the public to use property for a "public use" but with private 

profit. See: 31 U.S.C. § 321(d)(2) "gift," and/or "Transfer."  
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 Tax treatment. A franchise is an agreement, which gives the transferee the right to distribute, sell, or 

provide goods, services, or facilities, within a specified area. The cost of obtaining a franchise may be 

amortized over the life of the agreement (i.e., from cradle to grave). In general, a franchise is a capital asset 

(human resource) and results in capital gain or loss, depending on whether all significant powers, rights or 

continuing "interests" are "transferred" (after the fact) pursuant to the sale of a franchise. But see: "Rule 

against perpetuities;" "Use;" "Nul charter;" and "The Uniform Fraudulent Conveyances Act, Section 4," to wit: 

"Every conveyance or transfer made or executed without a fair or valuable consideration is void ab initio." See 

also: "Grant," "Grantor," and "Grantor trusts."  

Transfer: As a verb. To convey or remove; to hand over from one to another; to change over the possession or 

control of; to sell or give; to cede; to make an assignment; to gift, hypothecation (12 U.S.C. § 411), pledge, 

promise, bailment, cession, alienation, dispossession, capitulation, surrender, etc.; see those terms.  

Transfer: As a noun. An act of the parties, or of the law, by which the title to property is conveyed from one 

person to another. The sale and every other method, direct or indirect, of disposing of or parting with property 

or with an "interest" therein, or with the possession thereof (always by delivery or livery of seisen), or of 

fixing a secret indelible maritime lien upon property or upon an "interest" therein, absolutely or 

conditionally, voluntarily or involuntarily, by or without judicial proceedings, as a conveyance, sale, payment, 

pledge, hypothecation (12 U.S.C. § 411), mortgage, lien, (18 U.S.C. § 3613(c)=49 Stat. 620 at § 207), 

encumbrance, gift (31 U.S.C. § 321(d)(2)), security (15 U.S.C. §§ 1 et seq. § 17) or otherwise. The word is 

one of general meaning and may include the act of giving property by inheritance and will. Hayter v. Fern 

Lake Fishing Club, Tex.Civ.App., 318 S.W.2d 912, 915. Does this include "political will," or res also? Yes, 

by all means.  

 The assignment or conveyance of property, including an instrument or document that vests in the 

transferee such rights as the transferor had therein. See U.C.C. §§ 3-201(1) & 7-504(1). Transfer is the all-

encompassing term used by the Uniform Commercial Code to describe the act that passes an "interest" in an 

instrument to another. Scheid v. Shields, 269 Or. 236, 524 P.2d 1209, 1210. It is the retention or 

relinquishment of this "interest" in every species of contract that determines who the creditor and who the 

debtor are, and the parties reasonable expectations as to who will succeed in any contract dispute arising from 

such a legal or commercial transaction. See: "succession."  

 Transfer means every mode, direct or indirect, absolute or conditional, voluntary or involuntary, of 

disposing of or parting with property or with an "interest" in property; but may include retention of res and 

title (the legal interest) upon proper terms, as a "security interest;" or foreclosure of the debtor's equity of 

redemption, as an unliquidated claim to the holder in due course, having given value and secured the 

accrued right of action for enforcement purposes. Bankruptcy Code § 101.  

Grantor Trusts. Trusts whereby the grantor retains control over the income or corpus, or both, to such an extent 

that such grantor will be treated as the owner of the property and its income for income tax purposes. The 

result is that the income and deductions attributable to the trust is taxable to the "grantor" and not to the 
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beneficiary who receives it. See also: Reversionary Interest, Limited Liability Corporation, Corporate 

Franchise and Franchise.  

Franchise Tax. A tax upon the privilege of existing or the privilege of doing certain things. An annual tax on 

the privilege of doing business in a "state" (i.e., corporation, or corporate capacity); it is not a direct tax on 

income. A tax on the franchise of a corporation, that is, on the right and privilege of carrying on business in the 

character of a corporation, for the purposes for which it was created, and in the conditions which surround it. 

Though the value (See UCC § 1-201(44)) of the franchise, for purposes of taxation, may be measured by the 

amount of business done (how much debt passed hands), or the amount of earnings or dividends (profit and 

gain to the recipient), or by the total value of the capital stock of the corporation in excess of its tangible assets, 

a franchise tax is not a tax on either property, capital, stock, earnings, or dividends.  

Franchisee: Natural person or company that is granted a franchise by a franchisor.  

Franchisor: Person (ordinary representative of government lacking in the obligation of "good faith" per UCC 

1-201(19) & Official Code Comments thereto) or (LLC) company that "grants" a franchise to a franchisee. But 

see: "Legal Mortgage."  

Amortization. In accounting, the allocation (and charge to expense) of the cost or other basis of an intangible 

asset over its estimated useful life (i.e., commercial value). Intangible assets, which have an indefinite life 

(e.g., goodwill), are not amortizable. Examples of amortizable intangibles include organization costs, patents, 

copyrights and leasehold interests. A reduction in a debt or fund by periodic payments covering interest 

and part of principal, distinguished from: (1) depreciation, which is an allocation of the original cost of an 

asset computed from physical wear and tear (labor and services provided) as well as the passage of time (for 

which O.A.S.D.I. was offered), and (2) depletion, which is a reduction in the book value of a resource (such 

as minerals or book value based upon the tables of mortality of human beings) resulting from conversion into a 

salable product (i.e., labor and services to make the GNP quota). The operation of paying off bonds, stock, a 

mortgage, or other indebtedness, commonly of a state or corporation (such as appropriation bills passed by the 

Congress of the District of Columbia, or local bonds, levies, etc.), by installments, or by a sinking fund. An 

"amortization plan" for the payment of indebtedness is one where there are partial payments of the principal 

and accrued interest, at stated periods for a definite time, at the expiration of which the entire indebtedness will 

be extinguished.  

 Negative amortization. This occurs when monthly payments are not large enough to cover all of the 

interest cost of an adjustable rate mortgage. The interest rate that is not covered is added to the loan's 

principal, which then could (and always does) increase too more than the amount borrowed. See: Public Law 

95-598, 92 Stat. 2549 (November 6, 1978), codified at Title 11 U.S.C. §§ 101-6(a), 501 and 7001 et seq.  

   

 Undoubtedly, the above definitions are relevant and material to the majority decision in Chas. C. 

Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis, supra, though they come right out of Law Dictionaries and are employed herein 

for purposes of clarification.  
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 It is difficult to comprehend how any one for that matter, could read the case and underlying statute, 

without being adequately notified where and how the income and excise taxes are imposed. Attorneys 

generally seem baffled, either due to ignorance and unbelief, deceit, or gross and repeated negligence or 

incompetence, failing to realize that such corporate franchises is governed by the admiralty and maritime law 

of England. See: Unification Act of 1964 (34 F.R.D. 325) cf. Black Diamond S.S. Corp. v. Stewart & Sons, 

336 U.S. 386, 403, 69 S.Ct. 622, 93 L.Ed.2d 754; Romero v. Int'l Terminal Operating Co. (1959) 358 U.S. 

354, 79 S. Ct. 468, 3 L. Ed. 2d 368, cf., In re Alexander McNeil, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 236, 20 L. Ed. 624. 

Chances are most attorneys at law do not know that Title 28, F.R.Civ.P. is an admiralty rule book, U.S. v. 

Kirkpatrick, 186 F.2d 3931, which govern all disputes over maritime contracts in rem, or quasi in rem, and 

"actions" or "transactions" that impose a debt, duty, obligation or "liability," e.g., an unliquidated claim and an 

accrued right of action concerning property and ultimately the res. fn/1  

 It is all but impossible to understand the scope and extent of corporate franchises, without resort to the 

jurisdiction under which they were created and enforced. In 1697, the British Board of Trade, under the 

Navigation Act, established vice-admiralty courts. The courts, set up under the Townshend Acts, were 

established to provide a separate forum for corporate franchised merchants under license or charter of the King 

of England, to resolve contractual disputes over the transfer or conveyance of interests in property, as well as 

property itself; more often than not being a dispute over chattel paper, as opposed to money of different weight 

and fineness having numismatic or intrinsic value. The dispute generally involved a controversy over the 

transfer of an interest (res and title) to the property involved, or upon the terms or conditions of its delivery 

(i.e., livery of seisen). fn/9 The common law supposedly provided no basis for awarding damages (for the acts 

of a bankrupt or insolvent debtor), so admiralty cured this defect to discourage unfairness in "the course of 

dealing and usage of trade" between merchant traders at law. In 1722, the jurisdiction of this court was 

extended, over infringements concerning timber. Quoting from Benedict on The American Admiralty, Its 

Jurisdiction and Practice, 1850, we find at Section 5:  

 "* * *the civil law was held to be the law of admiralty, and the course of proceedings in admiralty." 

But see: F.R.Civ.P. Rule 82(1). Further, we find:  

 "Its necessary effect [the Townshend Act] was, however, to start the courts on that system of practice, 

and really to impose upon them, in admiralty and maritime causes, the civil law practice, as that under 

which they must continue to administer justice, even after the expiration of that act, until further 

provision could be made." At Section 105, is found:  

 "The purpose of the Constitutional Grant--The essential harmony of the Maritime Law. The grand 

purpose of the Constitution was to unify the several colonies, the whole people, in their national, international 

and interstate relations, and all other purposes were subordinate and ancillary to this rule." Section 195 states:  

 "So the seventh amendment is limited to suits at common law, which does not include either suits of 

equity, or of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction." Why? Because they sound in contract extraneous to the 

Constitution. See: American Ins. Co. v. Canter, 1 Pet. (U.S.) 511, 545 (1828). "A case in admiralty does not, 

in fact, arise under the Constitution or Laws of the United States." Section 204 of Benedict on Admiralty says:  
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 "In such cases, the question before the court, is not whether the court has jurisdiction, but whether 

the party have right; it is not a question in abatement, but a question on the merits of the action. 'If the cause 

is a maritime cause, subject to admiralty cognizance, jurisdiction is complete over the person as well as over 

the vessel (res, or thing itself). It must in its nature be complete, for it cannot be confined to one of the 

remedies on the contract, when the contract itself is within its cognizance.'" 12 Wheat 460; 7 Howard 729, 

Boyd's proceedings.  

 There is a two (2) part test to determine existence of traditional admiralty jurisdiction: (1) it must be 

established, and (2) it must be proven. National Sea Clammers Assoc. v. New York (1980, CA3 NJ) 616 F.2d 

1222, vac. on other grounds, 453 U.S. 1, 69 L.Ed.2d 435, 101 S.Ct. 2615. There is a four (4) part test to 

determine traditional maritime jurisdiction: (1) What are the functions and rule of the parties (the terms of the 

contract), (2) What are the types of vehicles and instrumentality's used (reward contract or agreement), (3) 

What is the causation (breach of contract and duty to perform) and type of injury (breach of warranty to pay-by 

the fraudulent debtor), and (4) Can the traditional concepts of rule of admiralty law be applied (i.e., who is the 

debtor and creditor). See: Oman v. Johns-Manville Corp. (1985, CA4 Va) 764 F.2d 224 cert. den., (U.S.) 88 

L.Ed. 2d 319, 106 S.Ct. 351. See: Article 9, UCC, Secured Transactions.  

 It has evolved today, to the point that whenever the "state" is a party to an action, chancery is 

adopted." 17 U.S. (How.) 478. Chancery jurisdiction is conferred on federal and state courts by the 

Constitution, and usages of chancery in England furnish chancery law that is exercised. Pennsylvania v. 

Wheeling & Belmont Bridge Co. (1852) 54 U.S. 518, 14 L.Ed. 249. Chancery jurisdiction is synonymous with 

general equity jurisdiction, not according to state law or local practice, but by the law of England, strictly 

speaking. 2 Sumn. 401; 3 Wheat 211; 2 McLean 568; 15 Pet. 9; and 11 How. 669. It is a "special" maritime 

jurisdiction, "in rem," fn/2 ordinarily exercised to enforce pledges, trusts, uses and confidences and other 

forms of contracts, and comes to America right out of the King and Queen's Bench, regarding the law for 

bankruptcy and insolvent debtors. However, chancery, or equity, is separate and distinct from the common 

law. Norback v. Bd. of Dir. of Church Ext. Soc., 84 Utah 506, 37 P.2d 339; and see 129 U.S. 45, 46. 

Although the forms of proceeding between actions at law and suits in equity have been abolished (actually 

only judicially merged as of 1938 and 1966), difference in substance between law and equity is firmly 

imbedded in Constitution and remains unaltered. Robinson v. Campbell (1818) 16 U.S. 212, 4 L.Ed. 372; 

Bennett v. Butterworth (1851) 52 U.S. 669, 13 L.Ed. 859; Thompson v. Railroad Cos. (1868) 73 U.S. 134, 18 

L.Ed. 765; Ellis v. Davis (1883) 109 U.S. 485, 27 L.Ed. 1006, 3 S.Ct. 327; La Abra Silver Mining Co. v. U.S. 

(1899) 175 U.S. 423, 44 L.Ed. 223, 20 S.Ct. 168; Commercial Nat. Bank v. Parsons (1944, CA5 La) 144 F.2d 

231, reh. den., (CA5 La) 145 F.2d 191, cert. den., 323 U.S. 796, 89 L.Ed. 635, 65 S.Ct. 440; Phillips 

Petroleum Co. v. Johnson (1946, CA5 Tex) 155 F.2d 185, cert. den., 329 U.S. 730, 91 L.Ed. 632, 67 S.Ct. 87.  

 Additionally, "Maritime jurisdiction is implemented by in rem and/or quasi in rem attachment over the 

'res,'" The Belgenland, 114 U.S. 355 (1885); and depended upon the actual physical control of the "res," at the 

time litigation is begun, The Rio Grande, 23 Wall. (U.S.) 458, 23 L.Ed. 158 (1874); and Wilson v. Graham, 4 

Wash. C.C. 53, 30 Fed. Case No. 17,804 (1821). This special "Maritime jurisdiction in rem over the res," is 
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judicially recognized by the Supreme Court in Cooper v. Reynolds, 10 Wall. (U.S.) 308 (1870); Pennoyer v. 

Neff, 95 U.S. 714 (1877)(no attachment); Freeman v. Alderson, 119 U.S. 185, 7 S.Ct. 165, 30 L.Ed. 372 

(1886); and Starkey v. Lunz, 57 Or. 147, 110 Pac. 702 (1910)(attachment void); but under the "Privilegia 

Londini" or "Custom of London," 1 Bla. Com. 75; 3 Step. Com. 588, and the Common Law Procedure Act 

of 1854, ss. 60-67, to effect the conclusive presumption that "the situs of every debt is at the domicil of the 

creditor." See also: Waring v. Clark, 46 How. (U.S.) 441 (1847).  

 It is little or no wonder why, then, Internal Revenue prosecutions are treated as:  

 "Although, presumably for purpose of obtaining jurisdiction, action for forfeiture under Internal 

Revenue Laws is commenced as proceeding in Admiralty." United States v. $3,976.62 In currency, and one 

1960 Ford Station Wagon, serial #0C66W145329 (37 F.R.D. 564)(1965).  

 "Forfeiture should be an action of debt. Debt begins in Admiralty whether on Land or navigable 

waters." United States v. $5,372.85, 283 F. Supp. 904 (1968).  

 With respect to the court in Chas. C. Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis, supra, it is no surprise that the 

statute 49 Statute at Large 620 aka the Social Security Act of 1935 is a maritime (contract of franchise) 

insurance policy. UNITED STATES FEDERAL STATUTES ANNOTATED, Vol. IX, page 92, Article III, 

Sec. 2, VII 5 (5), cf. De Lovio v. Boit, 7 Fed. Case 3,776 (1815). "(5) Policy of Insurance as a Maritime 

Contract. --A policy of insurance is a "maritime contract" and therefore of admiralty jurisdiction." The 

SS-5 Form represents nothing more than a contract for the sale of a corporate franchise ("empty title of 

nobility," to coin a phrase) to the SS-5 Applicant (a Natural Person), who is then transformed into a Limited 

Liability Corporation and assigned an Entity (U.S. Treasury) Account Number; which account authorizes 

appropriation bills to be passed by Congress, making the SS-5 Applicant the debtor/surety for the carte blanche 

debt (unliquidated claim) borrowed into circulation on its credit, i.e., the ability of the Corporate Franchisee 

(America's renewable resource aka Certain Natural Resource Recapture Property) to repay the debt, by 

amortization (installment payments), to augment federal revenue (see: augmentation).  

 In summary of Chas C. Steward Mach. Co. v. Davis, supra, it can be fairly stated that the statute 49 

Stat. 620 establishes:  

 1.) Title I, Sections 2(b)(2) and (3), impose a residency and citizenship (transfer) requirement for 

eligibility to the SS-5 Applicant in the corporate venue;  

 2.) Title II, Section 201(a), opens a Treasury Account for the SS-5 Applicant, in the corporate 

venue authorizing Congress of the D.O.C. to create debt-credit;  

 3.) Title II, Section 207, authorizes and creates a "lien" against the SS-5 Applicant (18 U.S.C. § 

3613(c), cf., Section 207 of the Social Security Act of 1935) against all their assets and property, and rights in 

and to the property;  

 4.) Title VIII, Section 801, levies a "special" income tax upon the income of every individual SS-

5 Applicant, as if a tax were assessed;  

 5.) Title IX, Section 901, imposes an excise tax on every employer, who either has a valid E.I.N., 

SS-4 or SS-5 Contract, as if a tax were assessed;  
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 6.) Title IX, Section 905(a), confirms the imposition of the income and excise taxes on every 

individual with an executed maritime contract, as if a tax were assessed;  

 7.) Title IX, Section 907, imposes a "general" income tax on every individual with a valid and 

enforceable SS-4 or 5 Contract, as if a tax were assessed;  

 8.) Title IX, Section 908 authorizes the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to make and publish 

rules and regulations for the enforcement of the Social Security Act of 1935 (THE INTERNAL REVENUE 

"LAW" AS DISTINGUISHED FROM THE CODE OF RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR 

ENFORCEMENT); which are merely the rules and regulations to administer income and excise taxation 

which are dependent upon and cannot exist without the enacting statute 49 Stat. 620;  

 The Uniform Commercial Code Permanent Editorial Board (hereinafter "PEB") Commentary 10 

(Section 1-203)(February 10, 1994), notes 1 et seq. notes 16 and 18; and 3 A Corbin, Corbin on Contracts, § 

570 (West Supp. 1993) states in pertinent part, to wit:  

 "If the purpose of contract law is to enforce the reasonable expectations of parties induced by 

promises, then at some point it becomes necessary for courts to look to the substance rather than to the form of 

the agreement, and to hold that substance controls over form." "That the parties occasionally have 

understandings or expectations that were so fundamental that they did not need to negotiate about those 

expectations." "Good faith" requires a party not to violate those expectations," "understanding its duty to the 

spirit of the bargain is higher than its duty to the technicalities of the language."  

 Everyone has a reasonable expectation that a/any contract be performed in good faith, U.C.C. § 1-

201(19), not under the redundant requirement of a severely narrow "subjective" standard, according to the 

actor's subjective state of mind, as illustrated in 58 Colum. L. Rev. 798, 812 (1958), but otherwise known as 

the (modern) subjective test of good faith, sometimes called the rule of "the pure heart and empty head," 

according to 35 U.Kan.L.Rev. 557, 571 (1987), which includes an "objective" standard. This test, of necessity, 

mandates consideration of course of dealing, UCC § 1-205, usage of trade, UCC § 1-205, and course of 

performance, UCC § 2-208(1)-(3), if and when a controversy arises. According to Comment 3 to U.C.C. §§ 1-

201 and 1-205, duplicated in U.C.C. § 2-208(2) "is in keeping with the broadest understanding of contract 

doctrine, as applied in and to commercial agreements." Put differently, "good faith" merely directs attention to 

the parties reasonable expectations; it is not an independent source from which rights and duties evolve. Resort 

to principles of law or equity outside the Code is not appropriate to create rights, duties, and liabilities 

inconsistent with those stated in the Code. The Official Comment to U.C.C. § 1-203 reads in pertinent part:  

 "Rather, this section means that a failure to perform or enforce, in good faith, a specific duty or 

obligation under the contract, constitutes a breach of that contract or makes unavailable, under the particular 

circumstances, a remedial right or power." See: PEB Commentary No. 10, dated February 10, 1994.  

 Comment 1 to U.C.C. § 1-205 reinforces this understanding, set forth in pertinent part herein, by 

stating:  

 "This Act rejects both the "lay-dictionary" and the "conveyancer's" reading of a commercial 

agreement." See Also: Comments 1 and 2 to § 2-208 (relevancy and materiality); and Westinghouse Credit 
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Corp. v. Shelton, 645 F.2d 869, 31 UCC Rep. Serv. (Callaghan) 410 (10th Cir. 1981)(may also be used for 

discerning the meaning of "Agreement" in Article 9).  

 In fact, Restatement, Second, Contracts, §§ 202(4) and 203 states: "any course of performance 

accepted or acquiesced in without objection is given great weight in the interpretation of the agreement." See 

also: PEB, CC §§ 1-205(1), (2) and (3), 2-208(1), 2A-207(1), 2-309(3) and Comment 8; 2 Farnsworth on 

Contracts §§ 7.17 and 7.17a (1990); and 64 N.C.L.Rev. 777, 780 (1986). See: Estoppel, and Estoppel in pais. 

fn/10  

_______________________________________  

 

fn/1 Poyser v. Minors, 7 Q.B.Div. 329, 333 (1881), Lush, L.J. For a definition of Procedure, compare the 

following: "Procedure may be defined as a Series of Symbolic Actions, generally accompanied by words, and, 

in developed societies, by the Exhibition of Written Documents, by means of which Rights or Liberties 

guaranteed by a society are reasserted by its individual members. Reassertion is the Essence of Procedure; 

for in the sense in which we shall use the term - the sense of regaining before a competent court a status that 

has been lost or questioned - it assumes an already violated right." Greenidge, The Legal Procedure of Cicero's 

Time, Introduction, 1 (Oxford 1901).  

 Indeed, "This is what Sir Henry Maine means by saying that the progress of society is from status to 

contract, for in early societies people are determined by law into classes, each with its distinctive rights and 

duties which may not be varied by agreement, whereas in a modern society the number of such classes is at 

a minimum, and the ordinary citizen is free to alter his legal position by express contract." Maine, Ancient 

Law, ch. v; Roman Private Law, Founded on the Institutes of Gaius and Justinian, 2nd ed., 1930, MacMillan & 

Co., Ltd., St. Martin's Street, London.  

 

fn/2 IN REM, remedies. This technical term is used to designate proceedings or actions instituted against 

the thing (res), in contradistinction to personal actions which are said to be in personam. Proceedings in rem 

include not only judgments of property as forfeited (or forfeitable as property previously pledged or 

hypothecated (12 U.S.C. § 411), or as prize in the admiralty, or the English Exchequer, but also the decisions 

of other courts upon the personal status, or relations of the party, such as marriage, divorce, bastardy, 

settlement, or the like. 1 Greenl. Ev. Sec. 525, 541. Bro. Civ. and Adm. Law, 98; and see 2 Gall. R. 200; 3 T. 

R. 269, 270; Tetley, Int'l. C. of L., 1994 at p. 795. See also: Section 9 of the Judiciary Act of 1789, 1 Stat. 77; 

and The Moses Taylor, 4 Wall. (U.S.) 411, 431 (1866). THIS LIST IS BY NO MEANS EXHAUSTIVE! See 

also: "quasi in rem."  

 

fn/3 The list of services is comprehensive. It included: 'Maitre d'Hotel, House-steward, Master of the 

House, Groom of the Chamber, Valet de Chambre, Butler, Under-butler, Clerk of the Kitchen, Confectioner, 

Cook, House-porter, Footman, Running-footman, Coachman, Groom, Postillion, Stable-boy, and the 
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respective Helpers in the Stables of such Coachman, Groom, or Postillion, or in the Capacity of Gardener (not 

being a Day-labourer), Park-keeper, Game-keeper, Huntsman, Whipper-in.  

 

fn/4 The statute, amended from time to time, but with its basic structure unaffected, is on the statute books 

today. Act of 1803, 43 George III, c. 161; Act of 1812, 52 George III, c. 93; Act of 1853, 16 & 17 Vict., c. 90; 

Act of 1869, 32 & 33 Vict., c. 14. 24 Halsbury's Laws of England, 1st ed., p. 692 et seq.  

 

fn/5 See, also, the following laws imposing occupation taxes: 12 Hening's Statutes of Virginia, p. 285, Act 

of 1786; Chandler, The Colonial Records of Georgia, vol. 19, Part 2, p. 88, Act of 1778; 1 Potter, Taylor and 

Yancey, North Carolina Revised Laws, p. 501, Act of 1784.  

 

fn/6 The cases are brought together by Prof. John MacArthur Maguire in an essay, 'Taxing the Exercise of 

National Rights' (Harvard Legal Essays, 1934, pp. 273, 322). The Massachusetts decisions must be read in the 

light of the particular definitions and restrictions of the Massachusetts Constitution. Opinions of the Justices, 

282 Mass. 619, 622, 186 N.E. 490; Id., 266 Mass. 590, 593, 165 N.E. 904, 63 A.L.R. 952. And see Howes 

Brothers Co. v. Massachusetts Unemployment Compensation Commission, supra, 5 N.E. (2d) 720, at pages 

730, 731.  

 

fn/7 Alabama General Acts, 1935, No. 194, art. 13, 348 et seq. (flat license tax on occupations); 

California Revised Code, Supplement (1936) 3138a et seq. (general gross receipts tax); Connecticut General 

Statutes, Supplement (1935) 457c, 458c (gross receipts tax on unincorporated businesses); Revised Code of 

Delaware (1935) 192-197 (flat license tax on occupations); Compiled Laws of Florida, Permanent 

Supplement (1936) Vol. 1, 1279 (1) et seq. (flat license tax on occupations); Georgia Laws, 1935, p. 11 (flat 

license tax on occupations); Indiana Statutes Ann. (1933 ) 64-2601 et seq. (general gross receipts tax); 

Louisiana Laws, 3rd Extra Session, 1934, Act No. 15, 1st Extra Session, 1935, Acts Nos. 5, 6 (general gross 

receipts tax); Mississippi Laws, 1934, c. 119 (general gross receipts tax); New Mexico Laws, 1935, c. 73 

(general gross receipts tax); South Dakota Laws, 1933, c. 184 (general gross receipts tax, expired June 30, 

1935); Washington Laws, 1935, c. 180, title 2, p. 709 (general gross receipts tax); West Virginia Code, 

Supplement (1935) 960 (general gross receipts tax).    

 

fn/8 "Use" Use is derived from the fidei commisa of the Roman Law, whereby the fidei commisarius or 

chancellor for uses was duty bound to enforce the observance of this confidence. The Statute of Uses, or 

Statute of transferring uses into possession, held that when any person shall be seized of property, real or 

personal, to the use, confidence, or trust of any other person or body politic, the person or corporation entitled 

to the use, shall stand and be seized or possessed thereof the property, and that the estates of the persons seized 

shall be deemed to be in him or her or them to whom the legal estate transferred. ["The statute thus executes 

the use - that is, it conveys the possession to the use, and transfers the use to the possession, and, in this 
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manner, making the cestui que use complete owner, as well at law as in equity."] 2 Bla. Com 333. For the 

creation of a use, a consideration either valuable, as money, or good, as relationship, was necessary. The 

property had to be in esse, which is in being, in existence such as a baby in its mother's womb, so that seisen 

could be given. In its untechnical sense, the word "use" has been variously construed, 20 Ind. 398; 59 Me. 

582; 107 Mass. 290, 324; 11 Rich. 621; and 48 N.Y. 624. But see also: Ashwander v. Tennessee Valley 

Authority, 297 U.S. 288, 346, 56 S. Ct. 466, 482, 80 L. Ed. 688 (concurring opinion); piercing the corporate 

veil doctrine; impermissible chilling effect doctrine; the Whistle Blower Acts; deceit and fraud, for a 

reasonable hypothesis as to absolute enforcement of these maritime contracts and why the legal industry in 

America (the "B.A.R.") cannot relinquish or reveal their course of dealing and usage of trade to the public at 

large.  

 

 fn/9 The introduction of this system in England since before 1290, evolved into a system of registration, 

first called The Great Exchequer of the Jews, that operated to effect a security transaction and livery of seisen 

(Jewish Mortgage), which had more influence upon the common law (legal) mortgage than is generally 

believed. See: Rabinowitz, The Story of the Mortgage Retold (1945), 94 U.Pa.L.Rev. 94 and The Common 

Law Mortgage and the Conditional Bond (1943), 92 U.Pa.L.Rev. 179; Kamberg, Commercial Law According 

to the Talmud (1933), 38 Commercial L. Journal 239. Today, it is called a legal and/or equitable (contractual) 

mortgage through the registration of any written instrument that describes the property and transfers a security 

interest in the property, to effect a lien and secure contract obligations; as can a gift conveyance of the whole 

title. 3 Tiffany, Real Prop., 2nd Ed., 2373-2743.  

 

fn/10 The Defendant has a well known public history of not honoring his contractual obligations, especially 

with respect to his duty and obligation to honor the application (SS-5) for and enrollment into the Social 

Security System, which imposes the income tax upon him as a matter of fact. In addition, the Defendant has 

attempted to make himself judgment proof so as to avoid any liability or responsibility for his actions and 

transactions. "Good faith" is not something that comes easily to the Defendant, in light of the Defendant's 

calloused demeanor, to which the self-induced Defendant construes as a reliable and authoritative source for 

determining what the law is or is not, i.e., that he has the sole and final authority to say yea or nay as to what is 

or is not relevant and material with respect to enforcement of his offer. That his mere conclusory opinions 

constitute the law upon the subject matter presented for judicial resolution herein, is pure and unadulterated 

bunk.  

 IN SUMMARY, the FED only ever had the power to hold in trust the sovereign political power [RES] 

of the people of the fifty states de jure, but, and after Congress' adjournment sine die in October of 1860, that 

trust was breached and the confederated Union under the Constitution ceased to exist as a matter of Law. What 

resulted from the acts and conduct of the Office of President, supreme court Justice, and Secretary of the 

Treasury who resigned himself, was a resulting trust, AKA adoption of said Constitution as its municipal 

charter, which is now being administered by a municipal corporation "United States" [28 USC 3002(A)(15)], 
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in TRUST, under the style enumerated in the Articles of Confederation "The United States of America," AKA 

The [sic-supposed] National Government, AKA the depository institution of the sovereign political will of the 

people of the Fifty states compact party thereto and, the bankrupt entity reorganized by its creditors to conform 

to foreign interests which have [past tense] established the Novus Order Seclorum. Along in 1933, around the 

time of the Bank Holiday Act, Presidential Proclamations 2039 and 2040, codified at 12 USCA Section 95(b) 

[Trading with the enemy], the Council of State Governors and The Committee of the States pledged the 

property, and rights in and to property, of the people inhabiting said Fifty geographical areas, to bail the FED 

out of its commercial predicament, receivership. So, the bottom line is, until such time as the people regain 

their sovereign political will, all efforts at defeating the FED using commercial or legal strategies is doomed to 

a temporary fix and ultimate failure.....an oversight by many of those who came before us, and failed at too 

high a price. It is the Secretary of State and under-secretaries, the Secretary’s of states, who act in the capacity 

of "Corporate Administrators," for both the public and private sides of this equation, who have the power to 

demand your RES from the FED, upon proper application therefore, because the FED does not have the 

sovereign political authority to hold any Thing [RES] belonging to the people, except in Trust, and more 

importantly, by your assent via unilateral contracts. Right, wrong, or indifferent, you be the judge.  

 

This document found on the internet and was allegedly authored by Qui Tam. This document was subsequently 
rewritten in portions by Shawn Talbot Rice Rabbi/LLB to fit the revesting process as a memorandum in Support. 
Said Clergyman has investigated the subject over the previous 11 years and does state that the data enclosed is 
accurate. Further, the subject matter herein has been litigated under cases under seal for purposes of national 
Security as the Social Security Agreement supports “full faith and credit” that in turn supports the money (of 
account) system in America. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
<Name Lower Case>, Co-Fiduciary, Authorized Representative for 
<NAME UPPER CASE>, (formerly a PUBLIC VESSEL) Debtor-in-Possession (revested, terminated, and  
privatized) 
<Name Lower Case>, Corporation Sole, Grantor and Beneficiary 
 
 


