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COMPENSATORY DAMAGES & CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE ACA AND SSA 
1. This Exhibit will present some of the Judicial, Legislative, Executive, and Historical basis for 

the change from previous cases where there was no entitlement to the benefits by the payer of 

the earmarked contributory tax; along with some definitions I’ve added [xxxxx] within case text 

to help me understand the legal jargon; and my imbedded arguments for applicability to my 

case. 

2. Where does a citizen who has been resigned to be pro se begin the search to answer this 

question relative to the Social Security Act tax, and/or the zakat tax of the ACA. 

2.1. From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia. 

2.1.1. The amount that one pays in payroll taxes throughout one's working career is associated 

indirectly with the social security benefits annuity that one receives as a retiree.[3]  [3].  "Policy 

Basics: Federal Payroll Taxes". Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. April 15, 2013. Retrieved 

November 17, 2013. 

2.1.1.1. I argue that the use of “indirectly” in the above is a term wholly and totally divergent 

from the structure of the Social Security Act. 

2.1.1.1.1. The taxes are directly connected to four specific groups: 1) Employers, 2) Employees, 

3) Self-employed, 4) Exempt Religious groups meeting the specific tenets of 26 U.S. Code 1402 

(g) (1). 

2.1.1.1.2. The taxes are specifically associated with the amount of income earned by each tax 

payer. 

2.1.1.1.3. The taxes are calculated independent of the Federal Income Tax, making them 

directly associated with the Act, and in the case of the Self-employed group 50% of the taxes 

are deductible from the Gross Income on line 27 of Form 1040 U.S. Individual Income Tax 

Return. 

2.1.1.1.4. The taxes for Self-employed are reported as an independent and distinct amount on 

line 57 of Form 1040 U.S. Individual Income Tax Return. 

2.1.2. This has caused some to claim that the payroll tax is not a tax because its collection is tied 

to a benefit.[4]   [4].  Kevin A. Hassett, March 29, 2005, "Is the Payroll Tax a Tax?" National 

Review Online, at.[1]  [1].  The FICA tax is imposed under the Federal Insurance Contributions 

Act, which is codified as I.R.C. ch. 21. 

2.1.2.1. Is it misleading for the government to mislead the people into believing that a Statute is 

something it’s not?  Didn’t a man named Charles with the last name Ponzi do pretty much the 

same thing 15 years before the Social Security Act became law?  This will be argued more later. 
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2.1.3. The United States Supreme Court decided in Flemming v. Nestor (1960) that no one has 

an accrued property right to benefits from Social Security. 

2.1.3.1. “That no one has an accrued property right”?  Let’s take a look at Flemming v. Nester 

1960 for an exception to this absolute claim.  But, Flemming v. Nester references Helvering v. 

Davis 1937 five times, and Steward Machine Co. v. Collector of Internal Revenue 1937 once.  

Helvering v. Davis references Steward Machine Co. v. Collector of Internal Revenue nine times. 

And a cascade of other cases are mentioned in all three of these cases.  As stated in my Tree 

Structure of US.S.LAW stare decisis are the leaves, and they fall off and are replaced by other 

leaves, with all the leaf litter covering 240 years, how is one pro se plaintiff ever going to 

uncover all the applicable cases that apply to his case?  Furthermore, I’m not sure that a law 

office with over a 110,000 employees with an annual budget approaching $30 billion and a 

separate investigative team with over 35,000 employees and another $8.8 billion to play with 

could uncover all the leaf litter related to their defensive position?  Thus the impetus behind 

simplifying my case of Liberties and their desire for taxation from our Supreme Laws of the first 

three documents of our Republic into the Tree Structure of US.S.LAW, and I believe I have 

shown and proven with that document that my Liberties are protected and their taxation is 

unconstitutional.  

2.1.3.2. All three of the cases cited above are related to judicial decisions for the protection of 

the tax not being a benefit.  The specifics of each of these cases and how they relate to my case 

will be detailed and argued later.  It is worthy to note three things: 1) the Social Security Act 

was passed in 14-Aug-1935; 2) Steward Machine Co. v. Collector of Internal Revenue was 

Argued 8-9-Apr-1937, and Decided on 24-May-1937 the same day as Helvering v. Davis was 

decided; 3) Steward was related to Unemployment portions of the SSA; Helvering was related 

to Old Age Benefit portions of the SSA related to shareholder loss of value; and Flemming was 

related to loss of Old Age Benefits of the SSA of a person deported under Communist Party ties 

ex-post-facto. 

2.1.3.2.1. None are really precedent setting to my case! 

2.1.3.3. In the Steward case: Mr. Justice Cardozo in delivering the opinion of the Court stated: 

“The act of Congress is therefore valid, so far at least as its system of exemptions is concerned, 

and this though we assume that discrimination, if gross enough, is equivalent to confiscation, 

and subject under the Fifth Amendment to challenge and annulment.” 

2.1.3.3.1. I argue that we are a Republic, our Constitution of the people of our United States 

and of rights and powers protects certain unalienable rights that cannot be taken away by the 

any government, even when that government has been elected by a majority of voters.  

“America's Founders believed liberty too precious to entrust to leaders. For the first time ever - 

in America, in 1787 - the people themselves prepared their own written Constitution - one of 
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laws and people, not of rulers. It not only protected them from the harmful Acts of other 

citizens; more importantly, it protected them from their own government.”  Citation:  Citation:  

National Center For Constitutional Studies; www.nccs.net; https: // www.nccs.net / 

constitutional-government-a-government-of-laws-not-of-rulers.php; 26-May-2016. 

2.1.3.3.2. I further argue that my case with the foundation of excessive entanglement of the 

government in religion violating the Establishment Clause; and denying me my Free Exercise of 

religious beliefs is a case of discrimination gross enough and is equivalent to confiscation 

because if granted a Religious Exemption I must sacrifice my rights to my Social Security 

Benefits. 

2.1.3.3.3. I then argue that faced with a choice of participation in the ACA or sacrifice my rights 

to my Social Security Benefits is equivalent to coercion by the Congresspersons who voted for 

the ACA, and the President who signed it into law. 

2.1.3.3.4. Based on these two arguments, I argue that a further detailed look into Legislative, 

Executive, Judicial actions, and the specifics of my case is warranted. 

2.2. It is also import to note, with emphasis that in the three cases mentioned above the court 

recognized that congress had the power to make the laws and amend the laws unless there was 

a display of “arbitrary power”.  “arbitrary power”: the authority to act in any manner that a 

person sees fit to do.  Law Dictionary: What is ARBITRARY POWER? definition of ARBITRARY 

POWER (Black's Law Dictionary). 

2.2.1. I argue that the citizens are protected from our federal government exercising arbitrary 

power because of the nature of our Republic and our Constitution.  I further argue that the 

Congresspersons that voted to pass the ACA, and the President who signed the ACA into law 

exercised arbitrary power involving at least the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth and Fourteenth 

Amendments of our Constitution. 

2.3. U.S. Social Security Website Select Definitions, May-2016: 

https://www.ssa.gov/agency/glossary/ 

2.3.1. Earnings Record (lifetime record of earnings): A chronological history of the amount of 

money you earned each year during your working lifetime. The credits you earned remain on 

your Social Security record even when you change jobs or have no earnings. 

2.3.1.1. I argue that credits are earned property as viewed by the Social Security ACT today.  

See Below Legal Definitions: Credit. 

2.3.1.2. I argue that by the authority given to citizens in Declaration of Independence and our 

Constitution that “or exercise their religious beliefs” can be added to this definition, thus the 

credits cannot be taken away for practicing my religious beliefs without just compensation.  

http://www.nccs.net/
http://www.nccs.net/
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2.3.2. Evidence (Proofs): The documents you must submit to support a factor of entitlement or 

payment amount. The people in your Social Security office can explain what evidence is 

required to establish entitlement and help you to get it. For more information see Evidence 

Required to Establish Right to Benefits. 

2.3.2.1. I argue that 3 years after Flemming v. Nester that a discrimination gross enough had 

arisen, though associated with a state program it can be equated to the SSA, and there does 

exist within the Social Security Act today an entitlement to benefits unless by your actions you 

have lost that entitlement.  See the following and Legal Definitions: 3. Entitlement. 

2.3.2.1.1. “It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and expression may be 

infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or privilege.”  Citation:  

Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963); Mr. Justice Brennan delivering the opinion of the 

Court. 

2.3.2.1.2. Need I even continue?  Considering the Supreme Courts arguments in deciding in 

favor of the ACA in Exhibit 24 No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA 

BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015 Chief Justice Roberts delivering the opinion of the Court, I shall. 

2.3.2.2. I argue that based on my Free Exercise of my religious beliefs and practices to date, that 

I should be exempt from the ACA and secondarily the SSA, and I am entitled to a return of all 

penalties and payments made with regard to these Acts at present value based on the DOW 

performance as requested in my Complaint for Relief in actual damages, “Compensatory 

Damages”. 

2.3.2.2. 1. The basis for the DOW, is that the Legislative, and Executive Branches have changed 

the laws, and the Federal Reserve has changed the Monetary Policy, which have affected the 

banking process, such that a minimum balance personal bank account today bears an interest 

rate of 0.01% where credit card accounts charge at a rate of around 25%, which is multiplier of 

2500.  The DOW rate used in my compensatory damages calculation is 9.50%. 

2.3.3. FICA Tax: FICA stands for "Federal Insurance Contributions Act." It’s the tax withheld from 

your salary or self-employment income that funds the Social Security and Medicare programs. 

2.3.3.1. It is noted here that ssa.gov/agency/glossary/ does not have a definition SECA. 

2.3.4. Insured Status: If you worked and earned enough Social Security credits to be eligible for 

retirement or disability benefits or enable your dependents to be eligible for benefits due to 

your retirement, disability, or death, you have insured status. For more information, see How 

You Earn Credits (05-10072). 
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2.3.4.1. See Federal Question Complaint 3:16-cv-93 where actual Social Security data was used 

in destemming the value of my Compensatory Damages, thus I argue, I meet the eligibility to 

have “Insured Status”. 

2.3.5. OASDI (Old Age Survivors and Disability Insurance): The Social Security programs that 

provide monthly cash benefits to workers and their dependents when they retire, die or 

become disabled. 

2.3.5.1. I argue that my benefits are “special benefits” for they accrue directly and solely to me 

based on my income over the years, See Below Legal Definitions: 2. Benefits, and thus are due 

to me as Compensatory Damages, “actual damages” as detailed in my Federal Question 

Complaint. 

2.3.6. Retirement Benefit:  Money that is payable to you upon retirement if you have enough 

Social Security credits. For more information, see Retirement, Retirement Benefits (05-10035) 

and Your Retirement Benefit: How It Is Figured (05-10070). 

2.3.6.1. I argue that my benefits are “special benefits” for they accrue directly and solely to me 

based on my income over the years, See Below Legal Definitions: 1. Credit, and 2. Benefits:, and 

thus are due to me as Compensatory Damages as detailed in my complaint for this case. 

2.3.7. Social Security:  Social Security is based on a simple concept: While you work, you pay 

taxes into the Social Security system, and when you retire or become disabled, you, your 

spouse and your dependent children receive monthly benefits that are based on your reported 

earnings. Also, your survivors can collect benefits if you die. For more information read A 

Snapshot (05-10006). 

2.3.7.1. I argue that the Judiciary needs to return to supporting what Social Security was and is 

intended to be, by those who voted for it, and the president who signed it into law, and those 

who amended it and brought it to what it is today, “a simple concept” as defined by the Social 

Security Administration in the above definition. 

2.3.7.2. Need I argue that the taxes go to a specific pocket, and not the general purse of the 

U.S. Treasury?  I shall, for I believed and the Social Security Administration has just confirmed 

above, that I paid my SSA taxes into a “Social Security system” not the General Fund.  This very 

argument is further support by the Social Security Administration with the very next definition 

of theirs. 

2.3.8. Supplemental Security Income (SSI): A federal supplemental income program funded by 

general tax revenues (not Social Security taxes).  It helps aged, blind, and disabled people who 

have limited income and resources by providing monthly cash payments to meet basic needs 

for food, clothing, and shelter.  For more information, see Supplemental Security Income (SSI). 
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2.3.8.1. I argue that, this shows a specific distinction between the specific pocket of taxes for 

Social Security Act, and the general tax purse for general uses such as defense of our United 

States of America and the Republic for which it Stands, and thus I am due the Compensatory 

Damages requested as part of my relief in my Complaint for this case. 

2.3.9. Wage Earner:  A person who earns Social Security credits while working for wages or self-

employment income. Sometimes referred to as the "Number Holder" or "Worker." 

2.3.9.1. I argue, that I am the “Wage Earner” based on the specific Social Security data in my 

Complaint that I used in calculating my Compensatory Damages. 

2.3.10. Wages:  All payment for services performed for an employer. Wages do not have to be 

cash. The cash value of all compensation paid to an employee in any form other than cash is 

also considered wages, unless the form of payment is specifically not covered under the Social 

Security Act. 

2.3.10.1. I argue, that the use of the word “specific” in my arguments is supported by the Social 

Security Administration, by their very own use of “specifically” in the above definition, and 

therefore the Social Security Administration’s definitions are very “specific”. 

2.4. Legal Definitions: 

2.4.1. Credit:  A term used in accounting to describe either an entry on the right-hand side of an 

account or the process of making such an entry. A credit records the increases in liabilities, 

owners' Equity, and revenues as well as the decreases in assets and expenses.  Citation:  Collins 

Dictionary of Law © W.J. Stewart, 2006. 

2.4.1.1. I argue, that my Social Security Credits are Federal Government “liabilities” as debts 

and need to be returned to me as part of my Compensatory Damages listed in my complaint: 

USC Amendment XIV, Section 4. “The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized 

by law, … , shall not be questioned.”   

2.4.1.2. Earnings Record (lifetime record of earnings): A chronological history of the amount of 

money you earned each year during your working lifetime. The credits you earned remain on 

your Social Security record even when you change jobs or have no earnings.  “credits” from 

above and as argued supra. 

2.4.1.3. Equity:  In its broadest sense, equity is fairness. As a legal system, it is a body of law that 

addresses concerns that fall outside the jurisdiction of Common Law. Equity is also used to 

describe the money value of property in excess of claims, liens, or mortgages on the property.  

Citation:  West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edition 2. Copyright 2008 The Gale Group, Inc. 

All rights reserved. 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 7 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

2.4.1.4. I argue, that all “fairness” be applied in all that I’m arguing from the entire body of our 

laws from the Declaration of Independence; to and through our Constitution; our Bill of Rights; 

the Social Security Act and Administration; and to the ACA today, including past judicial rulings. 

2.4.1.5. I further argue, that all “fairness” in the money value of my property “credit debt of the 

Federal Government” needs to be applied to my basis for Compensatory Damages as requested 

in my Complaint for this case, noting here and everywhere for my case, “property” is 

interchangeable with “Social Security Credits”, “Social Security Taxes”, and “ACA Taxes” and/or 

“ACA Penalties” that have been applied to me, and that I have paid. 

2.4.2. Benefits:  Advantage; profit; privilege. Fitch v. Bates, 11 Barb. (N. Y.) 473; Synod of Dakota 

v. State, 2 S. D. 366, 50 N. W. 632, 14 L. R. A. 418; Winthrop Co. v. Clinton, 196 Pa. 472, 46 Atl. 

435, 79 Am. St. Rep. 729. In the law of eminent domain, it is a rule that, in assessing damages 

for private property taken or injured for public use, “special benefits” may be set off against the 

amount of damage found, but not “general benefits.” Within the meaning of this rule, general 

benefits are such as accrue to the community at large to the vicinage, or to all property similarly 

situated with reference to the work or improvement in question; while special benefits are such 

as accrue directly and solely to the owner of the land in question and not to others. Little Miami 

R. Co. v. Collett, 6 Ohio St. 182; St. Louis, etc., Ity. Co. v. Fowler, 142 Mo. 670, 44 S. W. 771; Gray 

v. Manhattan Ry. Co., 16 Daly, 510, 12 N. Y. Supp. 542; Barr v. Omaha, 42 Neb. 341, 60 N. W. 

591. 

2.4.2.1. Related Legal Terms:  Extended Death Benefit, Benefit Wages, Employee Welfare 

Benefit Plan, Normal Retirement Benefit, Benefit Formula, Benefit Triggers, Assignment For 

Benefit Of Creditors, Benefit Allowance, Benefit Period 

2.4.2.2. Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is BENEFIT? definition of BENEFIT (Black's Law 

Dictionary). 

2.4.2.3. I argue, that “Credits”, “Equity”, “Benefits”, and “Penalties” that have accrued through 

my paying of taxes for my case simply mean my “property.” 

2.4.3. Entitlement:  In general, that which is entitled. 1. Old age pension, social security, 

unemployment stipend stating a distribution or privilege or right to an economic benefit. 

Typically granted by contract or law. Meeting the required qualification triggers the 

entitlement. 2. Reference to a precedence or established procedure defends a right or claim. 3. 

Benefits to members of a particular group in a Government scheme. 4. Offer to the holder of a 

security, or physical transfer of cash or stock shares as a payment.  Citation:  Law Dictionary: 

What is ENTITLEMENT? definition of ENTITLEMENT (Black's Law Dictionary) 

2.4.3.1. “entitled”:  to furnish with proper grounds for seeking or claiming something.  Citation:  

Meriam Webster’s Dictionary. 
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2.4.3.2. I argue, that I’m “entitled” to my property as Compensatory Damages as requested in 

my Complaint. 

3. As I continue to argue for my case, as I fear I must, based on the state of affairs of our 

present three branches of Federal Government, I found it very interesting to note that 

constitutionality of the laws in two of the cases below rest on a simple majority of a 5 to 4 vote, 

55.5%, of the Supreme Court of our United States of America. 

4. Steward Mach. Co. v. Collector, 301 U.S. 548 (1937)  

4.1. Though this case is related to “Unemployment” vs “Old Age Retirement”, both the “Old Age 

Retirement” and “Tax On Employers Of Eight Or More” were part of The Social Security Act of 

1935. 

4.2. The Supreme Court voted 5 to 4 to “the validity of the tax imposed by the Social Security 

Act on employers of eight or more is here to be determined.” 

4.2.1. Because of the simple majority vote both the opinion affirming and the opinions 

dissenting (multiple dissenting opinions were written for this case) will be looked at for 

applicability to my case. 

4.3. Mr. Justice Cardozo delivered the opinion of the Court. 

4.3.1. Upon demurrer [objection by the defendant’s pleading] the District Court gave judgment 

for the defendant dismissing the complaint [tax is not unconstitutional], and the Circuit Court of 

Appeals for the Fifth Circuit affirmed.   The Supreme Court affirmed the lower courts ruling. 

4.3.2. The Social Security Act (Act of August 14, 1935, c. 531, 49 Stat. 620, 42 U.S.C. c. 7 (Supp.)) 

Is divided into eleven separate titles, of which only Titles IX and III are so related to this case as 

to stand in need of summary. 

4.3.2.1. So the ruling of this case does not have direct application to my case, however there 

are additional limitation noted that extend to the arguments of my case. 

4.3.3. The proceeds, when collected, go into the Treasury of the United States like internal 

revenue collections generally.  They are not earmarked in any way. 

4.3.3.1. Earmark: earmark is a provision placed in congressional legislation or committee 

reports that directs federal funds to a specific project. 

4.3.3.1.1. Defenders of the earmarking process point out that directing money to particular 

purposes is a core Constitutional function of Congress. If Congress does not make a specific 

allocation, the task falls to the executive branch; there is no guarantee that the allocation made 

by executive agencies will be superior to Congress's. Presidents and executive officials can use 
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the allocation of spending to reward friends and punish enemies.  Citation:  USLegal » Legal 

Definitions Home » E » Earmark Law & Legal Definition. 

4.3.3.1.2. I argue, that based on the elapsed time from 1937 to 2016 that the Legislative, and 

Executive Branches have acted in such a way as to earmark the Social Security Taxes for a 

specific pocket in the general tax purse, as argued above. 

4.3.3.2. Are words and grammar not considered critical to the meaning of laws? 

4.3.3.2.1. I argue that they are, for it is my understanding that even a missing or misplaced 

comma can change the meaning of the law.  I must confess, “I was never very proficient at 

spelling or grammar.” 

4.3.3.2.2. I further argue that because of this, stare decisis will need to be considered in this 

case for applicability where the words and/or grammar in the laws have changed. 

4.3.3.2.2.1. The Text of first sentence of Section 201. (a) The Social Security Act of 1935 

amended for the words and grammar existing on the Social Security website as of 20-May-

2016.  Deletions of 1935 language have a double strike through. Additions are in bold and 

underlined.   

4.3.3.2.2.2.  TITLE II-FEDERAL OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 

OLD-AGE RESERVE ACCOUNT Section 201. [42 U.S.C. 401] (a) There is hereby created an 

account in on the books of the Treasury of the United States to be known as the Old-Age 

Reserve Account hereinafter in this title called the Account a trust fund to be known as the 

“Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund”. 

4.3.3.2.2.3. What is an Account:  A written list of transactions, noting money owed and money 

paid; a detailed statement of mutual demands arising out of a contract or a fiduciary 

relationship.  An account can simply list payments, losses, sales, debits, credits, and other 

monetary transactions, or it may go further and show a balance or the results of comparing 

opposite transactions, like purchases and sales. Businesspersons keep accounts; attorneys may 

keep escrow accounts; and executors must keep accounts that record transactions in 

administering an estate.  Citation:  West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edition 2. Copyright 

2008 The Gale Group, Inc. All rights reserved. 

4.3.3.3. I argue that the above earmark and account definitions are what were used in Steward 

Mach. Co. v. Collector (1937), Helvering vs. Davis (1937), and Flemming v. Nestor (1960).  This 

definition is similar to Meridian Webster’s definition, with Webster’s being referenced in 

previous Supreme Court cases. 
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4.3.3.4. Trust Fund:  This term applies to the property and money that is held in a trust and the 

property and money that is administered by the trustees.  Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is 

TRUST FUND? (Black's Law Dictionary) 

4.3.3.4.2. I argue that the change in the language and grammar of the Act means that the 

payments that I have made are now property, and that property being money needs to be 

returned to me as requested as part of the Relief in my Complaint as Compensatory Damages at 

the rate of return of the DOW. 

4.3.3.5. Funding Sources: Social Security's Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance (OASDI) 

program and Medicare's Hospital Insurance (HI) program are financed primarily by employment 

taxes. Tax rates are set by law (see sections 1401, 3101, and 3111 of the Internal Revenue 

Code) and apply to earnings up to a maximum amount for OASDI. Title 26 of the United States 

Code: 

4.3.3.5.1. Subtitle A—Income Taxes, CHAPTER 2—TAX ON SELF–EMPLOYMENT INCOME SEC. 

1401. 

4.3.3.5.2. Subtitle C—Employment Taxes CHAPTER 21—FEDERAL INSURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS 

ACT: Subchapter A—Tax on Employees SEC. 3101, Subchapter B—Tax on Employers SEC. 3111. 

4.3.3.5.3. Citation:  https://www.ssa.gov/oact/progdata/taxRates.html 20-May-2016. 

4.3.3.5.4. I argue, that taxes for Social Security's Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance 

(OASDI) program and Medicare's Hospital Insurance (HI) program are my property as argued 

above. 

4.3.4. The act of Congress is therefore valid, so far at least as its system of exemptions is 

concerned, and this though we assume that discrimination, if gross enough, is equivalent to 

confiscation, and subject under the Fifth Amendment to challenge and annulment. 

4.3.4.1. I argue in my case that the discrimination, is gross enough, actually it is beyond gross 

enough, it is a violation of my Constitutional First Amendment Rights and of Congress’, and the 

President’s “Ministerial Duties” by oath to uphold and protect the Constitution of our United 

States of America.  See Exhibits 12 FREE EXERCISE OF SINCERE RELIGIOUS BELIEFS and Exhibit 

13 ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE. 

4.3.4.2. I further argue that the loss of benefits imposed by the ACA to be equivalent to 

coercion or confiscation and both the ACA and the Social Security Act should be declared 

unconstitutional for this reason alone, let alone for violations of the First Amendment and other 

Amendments noted supra. 

https://www.ssa.gov/oact/progdata/taxRates.html%2020-May-2016
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4.3.4.3. I further argue that the penalties and loss of benefits imposed by the ACA related to my 

practice of my religious beliefs violates my Eighth Amendment rights as it relates to no 

excessive fines imposed, and no cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 

4.3.5. The excise is not void as involving the coercion of the States in contravention of the Tenth 

Amendment or of restrictions implicit in our federal form of government. 

4.3.5.1. I argue that the ACA imposes an explicit penalty for seeking a religious exemption that 

doesn’t meet the Government’s definition by tenet structure or date and thus becomes 

coercion and violates restrictions implicit in our federal form of government relative to the First 

and Eighth Amendments.  Thus, as argued above the penalty or loss of benefits imposed by the 

ACA for seeking a religious exemption that doesn’t meet the Government’s definition by tenet 

structure or date is equivalent to coercion and/or confiscation and both the ACA and the Social 

Security Act should be declared unconstitutional.  The Social Security Act is included because it 

is the origin source for the Religious Exemption language in the ACA. 

4.3.6. The case for the petitioner is built on the contention that, here, an ulterior aim is 

wrought into the very structure of the act, and what is (Page 301 U. S. 586) even more 

important that the aim is not only ulterior, but essentially unlawful. 

4.3.6.1. I argue that in my case it is explicitly unlawful because the ACA and the Social Security 

Act both violated the First Amendment under the limited and restrictive “Religious Exemptions” 

allowed. 

4.3.6.2. I argue that President Franklin Pierce in 1854 said what needed to be said about laws 

such as the ACA and the Social Security ACT and that his position then is applicable to the ACA 

and SSA today: 

4.3.6.2.1. "In my judgment, you cannot by tributes to humanity make any adequate 

compensation for the wrong you would inflict by removing the sources of power and political 

action from those who are to be thereby affected. If the time shall ever arrive when, for an 

object appealing, however strongly, to our sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to 

the dictation of Congress by conforming their legislation thereto, when the power and majesty 

and honor of those who created shall become subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but 

feebly utter my apprehensions when I express my firm conviction that we shall see 'the 

beginning of the end.'"  Citation:  Steward Mach. Co. v. Collector, 301 U.S. 548 (1937),  Page 301 

U. S. 607. 

4.3.6.2.2. I argue, based on what I have read in preparing my Complaint and the preparation of 

these arguments that “the end” is upon US2 (we the citizens & United States), and it will be our 

death to have another liberal-socialist-communist-islamic-demo-rat like Hillary Clinton in our 

Oval Office, for she clearly does not uphold, protect, and defend our people or our Constitution. 
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4.3.7. There must be a showing in the second place that the tax and the credit in combination 

are weapons of coercion, destroying or impairing the autonomy of the states. 

4.3.7.1. I argue for my case that “citizens” can be substituted for “states”, for the “states” are of 

the “citizens”, and the “federal government” is of the “states”, and thus it is of the “citizens”, 

and that the ACA and Social Security Act are weapons of coercion, destroying and impairing the 

autonomy of the “citizens” to the Free Exercise of their religious beliefs and practices by and 

excessive entanglement of religion in government in violation of the Establishment Clause and 

Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment.  Also as argued above the Eighth Amendment. 

4.3.8. The parens patriae [government as legal protector of citizens unable to protect 

themselves] has many reasons -- fiscal and economic as well as social and moral -- for planning 

to mitigate disasters that bring these burdens in their train. 

4.3.8.1. I argue that are Founding Fathers had the vision and fortitude to place restrictions on 

“parens patriae” in their Declaration of Independence, the opening paragraph of our 

Constitution, and the very First Right in the Bill of Rights relative to the no establishment of 

religion by the government and no interference with the citizens free practice of their religion.  

Emphasis on “their” – it is up to each citizen to decide “their” religion.  And President Franklin 

Pierce argued in vetoing a similar bill, it’s up to the states and the people to take care of 

internal matters and not the Federal Government, for the Federal Government is nothing 

without the people.  See also my Tree Structure of US.S.LAW. 

4.3.8.2. I further argue that the “parens patriae” of religious matters in the ACA and Social 

Security Act, for my case and future similar cases to come, is unconstitutional. 

4.3.9. In the presence of this urgent need for some remedial expedient, the question is to be 

answered whether the expedient adopted has overlept the bounds of power. 

4.3.9.1. I argue that abdicating the bounds of power and overleaping the bounds of power are 

equally objectionable and destructive to our Republic form of government. 

4.3.9.1.1. The actions of those Congresspersons that voted for the ACA, and the President who 

signed the bill in failing to read the bill, see Nancy Pelosi’s comment below, abdicated their 

“Ministerial Duties” to the Judiciary, and overleapt the bounds of their power in the excessive 

entanglement of religion in the restrictive religious exemptions allowed.  I ask, “Could they not 

even read the 1.5 pages of the Act that impacted our Constitutional Religious Rights as citizens 

of the United States of America?” 

4.3.9.1.1.1. Nancy Pelosi, “But we have to pass the bill so that you can find out what is in it 

away from the fog of controversy.” 
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4.3.9.1.1.2. I argue here that the Congresspersons that voted to pass the ACA violated the non-

delegation doctrine of our Constitution by not executing their Ministerial Duties by oath to 

uphold and protect our Constitution.  I also argue here that the President that signed it into law 

also violated the non-delegation doctrine of our Constitution by not executing his Ministerial 

Duties by oath to uphold and protect our Constitution.  I argue this because both of them have 

left it up to the Judiciary to decide what is in the ACA and what the ACA really says.  And thus 

the justification for Relief Item 4) in my Complaint, “Granted Future Legal action for Irreparable 

Injury and Punitive or Exemplary Damages to be addressed in separate lawsuits against those 

individuals actually responsible for the violations of my rights.”  It will be argued that “Absolute 

Immunity” does not apply to “Ministerial Duties”.  And it will be latter argued in my other 

documents that actual Relief can be adjudicated in this case not just the Future Legal action. 

4.3.9.1.1.3. Let us consider the non-delegation doctrine, which operates as a form of separation 

of powers under the Constitution. In its most straightforward form, the non-delegation doctrine 

stands for the general proposition that Congress cannot delegate the power to legislate to 

anyone else, specifically the executive branch. The doctrine is derived from Article I of the 

Constitution, which says that, “All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a 

Congress of the United States. . . .”  Citation:  Steven Wermiel, http://www.scotusblog.com 

/2014/12/scotus-for-law-students-non-delegation-doctrine-returns-after-long-hiatus/; Steve 

Wermiel is a Fellow in Law & Government at American University Washington College of Law. 

4.3.9.2. I further argue that we, citizens, are obligated to uphold our Declaration of 

Independence as Law:  “But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably 

the same Object evinces a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is 

their duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.” 

4.3.10. The Social Security Act is an attempt to find a method by which all these public agencies 

may work together to a common end. Every dollar of the new taxes will continue in all 

likelihood to be used and needed by the (Page 301 U. S. 589) nation as long as states are 

unwilling, whether through timidity or for other motives, to do what can be done at home.  At 

least the inference is permissible that Congress so believed, though retaining undiminished 

freedom to spend the money as it pleased. 

4.3.10.1. “Every dollar of the new taxes will continue in all likelihood to be used and needed by 

the (Page 301 U. S. 589) nation as long as states are unwilling, whether through timidity or for 

other motives, to do what can be done at home.”  Justice Cardozo, a Democrat doing more to 

protect his party and its legislation than our Constitution and the citizens of the United States.  

Let’s for a moment say that I’m wrong and he is right.  Why today are there so many local 

benefits for people struggling with lost jobs, unemployment, and medical bills?  Why are there 

local food pantries?  Because the Federal Government can’t do what the people can, and the 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 14 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

Federal Government was never intended to do what we the people were supposed to do.  It is 

worth reading this case and President Franklin Pierce’s comments included in it.  

4.3.10.2. I can understand how at that time there is some applicability to this case of 

unemployment, but I argue that it is not at all applicable to the present time and my case. 

4.3.10.2.1. Unemployment is a matter that has many aspects that come into play, to many to 

list but here are a few for consideration: technology changes from 1937 to today, for example 

the cell phone; international trade agreements and the export of jobs to foreign countries, for 

example NAFTA and the “great sucking sound” of jobs to Mexico et al; and company takeovers 

and consolidations, how close are the big five banks to being monopolies? Too big to fail? 

4.3.10.2.2. Retirement, savings, and health are personal choices.  You can’t take it with you, yet 

many stash money away.  And when you die without dependents the government takes it all.  

And where is the parens patriae [government as legal protector of citizens unable to protect 

themselves] for this, and when the government is 20 trillion dollars in dept.  The concept of 

Social Security has become the Greatest Ponzi Scheme perpetrated upon the citizens of the 

United States for its very solvency is in question and it should be declared unconstitutional.  

And that which has been swindled [use deception to deprive someone of money or 

possessions] from the citizens, should be returned to me, and then the other citizens at a rate 

of return of the DOW. 

4.3.10.2.2.1. Ponzi scheme: 

4.3.10.2.2.2. Ponzi Scheme Definition. A type of investment fraud in which investors are 

promised artificially high rates of return with little or no risk; original investors and the 

perpetrators of the fraud are paid off by funds from later investors, but there is little or no 

actual business activity that produces revenue. 

4.3.10.2.2.3. The perpetrators, the Congresspersons that voted for it and voted to support it 

with amendments and additional Acts, and the President that signed it, and the Presidents that 

have signed amendments and additional Acts have we the people of the United States 20 

trillion dollars in debt. 

4.3.10.2.2.4. And they protect their Ponzi schemes with penalties and confiscation of benefits in 

the ACA, for they know full well if the people really understood what they did, they would be 

out of office. 

4.3.11. Who then is coerced through the operation of this statute? 

4.3.11.1. I argue that I am, in that the ACA and Social Security Act are weapons of coercion, 

destroying and impairing the autonomy of the “citizens” to the Free Exercise of their religious 

beliefs by an excessive entanglement of religion in government in violation of the Establishment 
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Clause and Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment.  Also as argued above the Eighth 

Amendment. 

4.3.12. Nothing in the case suggests the exertion of a power akin to undue influence, if we 

assume that such a concept can ever be applied with fitness to the relations between state and 

nation. Even on that assumption, the location of the point at which pressure turns into 

compulsion, and ceases to be inducement, would be a question of degree -- at times, perhaps, 

of fact. 

4.3.12.1. I argue, The 1ST Amendment of the Constitution says I have the freedom of Free 

Exercise of my religious beliefs and the ACA says I must conform my beliefs and practices to the 

“Old Order Amish” or pay the islamic zakat tax or be sanctioned for such beliefs and practices, 

thus sanctioning connects to coercion. 

4.3.12.2. I further argue, that in my case the coercion is real and factual in the ACA, 

paraphrased, “Comply with the restrictive religious tenet structure and participate, or forfeit 

your Social Security Benefits or pay an islamic tax penalty that is ever increasing.” and the 

motive is “Ulterior” hidden, to protect the ACA as another overreach of power of the Federal 

Government in its move towards a coalition government of liberal communistic islamic 

socialism, a flavor of the zakat in islamic sharia economic code.  See Exhibit 26 Zakat. 

4.3.13. In ruling as we do, we leave many questions open. 

4.3.13.1. In the tender of this credit Congress, does not intrude upon fields foreign to its 

function. 

4.3.13.1.1. I argue, for my case that Congress and the President have intruded upon fields 

foreign to their function, that being, in defining religious tenets and setting a date, 31-Dec-1950 

by when those tenets must have been in place which violates the freedoms granted me in the 

First Amendment of our Constitution, and in doing so they have violated their Ministerial 

Duties. 

4.3.13.2. We do not fix the outermost line. Enough for present purposes that, wherever the line 

may be, this statute is within it. 

4.3.13.2.1. I argue, that for my case the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act go far 

beyond the outermost line as argued above with violations of my First Amendment Rights and 

also my Eighth Amendment Rights and the other Amendments noted supra. 

4.3.13.3. Definition more precise must abide the wisdom of the future. 

4.3.13.3.1. I argue, that for my case that the definitions within the ACA and secondarily the 

Social Security Act for Religious Exemption are so precise that they create a violation of Free 
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Exercise, and create excessive entanglement in violation of the Establishment Clause as argued 

in Exhibits 12 and 13. 

4.3.14. The statute does not call for a surrender by the states of powers essential to their quasi-

sovereign existence. 

4.3.14.1. I argue, that the states are made up of citizens, and it is the citizens that rule the 

government.  “That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving 

their just powers from the consent of the governed, --“ and that for my case, I as a citizen of the 

United States of American am protected by the Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, 

the Bill of Rights, and the Laws and I am being asked to surrender my constitutional rights of 

Freedom of Belief or be excessively penalized, which I’m protected against by the Eighth 

Amendment.  Therefore the ACA and the Social Security act should be struck down as 

unconstitutional. 

4.3.14.1.1. In the event that some particular condition shall be found to be too uncertain to be 

capable of enforcement, it may be severed from the others, and what is left will still be valid. 

4.3.14.1.1.1. I argue, that to sever the religious exemption sections only will plunge the other 

religions who are currently exempt into turmoil.  The best alternative is to make participation in 

both the ACA and the Social Security ACT voluntary, allowing our form of government, of 

consent of the governed, to rule, and the two Acts will stand or fall on the will of the people, 

the details of which will have to be worked out by Congress, but for me let me be free of both 

of them and provide me with at least my Compensatory Damages as requested, and the grant 

of Future Legal action for Irreparable Injury and Punitive or Exemplary Damages against those 

individuals actually responsible for the violations of my rights if they can’t be adjudicated in this 

case as detailed in my 3RD MOP – PLAINTIFF’S FINAL PLEADINGS 4 FREEDOM. 

4.3.15. In determining essentials, Congress must have the benefit of a fair margin of discretion. 

4.3.15.1. One cannot say with reason that this margin has been exceeded, or that the basic 

standards have been determined in any arbitrary fashion. 

4.3.15.1.1. I argue, that by using “this margin has been exceeded” shows that the court 

recognized there are limits to what Congress, and the President can do, and what the Judiciary 

can rule on relativeness the particularized facts of each case. 

4.3.15.1.2. I further argue, that violations of the Bill of Rights of the citizens by Congress, and 

the President have exceed that fair margin or discretion because  the protection of them by 

Congress, and the President are Ministerial Duties not Discretionary Duties and that’s why they 

were defined as Republic Unalienable Rights: Liberties. 
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4.3.16. We are to keep in mind steadily that the conditions to be approved by the Board as the 

basis for a credit are not provisions of a contract, but terms of a statute, which may be altered 

or repealed. 

4.3.16.1. I argue, that the Social Security Act has been altered and those alterations create a 

property value for my credits, and the actions of the ACA to deprive me of my property results 

in the compensatory damages asked for in my complaint. 

4.3.17. No officer or agency of the national Government can force a compensation law upon 

her [state] or keep it in existence. 

4.3.17.1. I argue, that “her” [state] can be substituted with “citizen” for states are made up of 

citizens, and thus the national Government cannot force the ACA and secondarily the Social 

Security Act on citizens and thus they should be declared unconstitutional. 

4.3.18. No officer or agency of that Government, either by suit or other means, can supervise or 

control the application of the payments. 

4.3.18.1. I argue, that the Federal Government cannot control my or anyone’s benefits as they 

attempt to in the Religious Exemption Section of the ACA, and secondarily the Social Security 

Act, and thus they should be declared unconstitutional. 

4.3.19. Social Security Act § 903(a)(6). The consent may be revoked. The deposits may be 

withdrawn. The moment the state commission gives notice to the depositary that it would like 

the moneys back, the Treasurer will return them. 

4.3.19.1. I argue, that “state” can be substituted with “citizen” for states are made up of 

citizens, and thus the Federal Government must return the payments I’ve made in penalties to 

the ACA and taxes I’ve made in accord with the Social Security Act as Compensatory Damages 

as detailed in my Complaint. 

4.3.20. There are very good reasons of fiscal and governmental policy why a State should be 

willing to make the Secretary of the Treasury the custodian of the fund. His possession of the 

moneys and his control of investments will be an assurance of stability and safety in times of 

stress and strain. 

4.3.20.1. I argue, what “very good reasons”, for that matter what “reasons” at all remain with 

the Federal Government 20 trillion dollars in debt, that we the citizens of the United States 

should have any “assurance of stability and safety” in the Federal Government. 

4.3.20.1.1. As citizens we are bound to call upon that Government to account for its actions:  

“But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces 

a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off 

such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.—” 
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4.3.21. I argue, that considering how politics seems to be at play in the structure of the 

Judiciary today, with emphasis on the Supreme Court, has it not been discussed openly and 

extensively in this presidential election year, that politics was also in play back then.  Just 

consider the following with a Republican appointing Justice Cardozo, a Democrat, who was 

judging the Statute of the Democrats: 

4.3.21.1. “In 1932, President Herbert Hoover appointed Cardozo to the Supreme Court of the 

United States to succeed Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes. The New York Times said of Cardozo's 

appointment that "seldom, if ever, in the history of the Court has an appointment been so 

universally commended."[13] Democratic Cardozo's appointment by a Republican president has 

been referred to as one of the few Supreme Court appointments in history not motivated by 

partisanship or politics, but strictly based on the nominee's contribution to law.[14] However, 

Hoover was running for re-election, eventually against Franklin Roosevelt, so a larger political 

calculation may have been operating. 13.  "Cardozo is named to Supreme Court". New York 

Times. 1932-02-16.  14.  James Taranto, Leonard Leo (2004). Presidential Leadership. Wall 

Street Journal Books. ISBN 978-0-7432-7226-1. Retrieved 2008-10-20.”  Citation:  From 

Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benjamin_N._Cardozo. 

4.3.21.2. I further argue, that when politics invades the Judicial Branch, and the Legislative and 

Executive Branches abdicate their powers to the Judiciary in Acts like the ACA, and violate the 

constitutional rights of citizens, we the people have lost our protection of the separation of 

powers granted under our Constitution and the protection of the Constitution itself thus such 

Acts should be declared unconstitutional and sent back to the Legislative Branch to exercise 

their powers according to our Constitution.  Consider the very first item presented in MR. 

Justice McReynolds dissenting opinion below. 

4.3.22. I argue, that this case has one precedence for my case and that is, “The act of Congress 

is therefore valid, so far at least as its system of exemptions is concerned, and this though we 

assume that discrimination, if gross enough, is equivalent to confiscation, and subject under the 

Fifth Amendment to challenge and annulment.” because of this I have been allowed to 

strengthen my argument for the Relief I seek in my Case.  Also, recall that the specifics of this 

case did not apply to the Sections of Social Security at issue in my case. 

4.4. MR. Justice McReynolds dissenting: 

4.4.1. That portion of the Social Security legislation here under consideration, I think, exceeds 

the power granted to Congress. It unduly interferes with the orderly government of the State 

by her own people and otherwise offends the Federal Constitution. 

4.4.1.1. I argue, recalling that the Social Security Act was saved in this case by only a 5 to 4 vote, 

that my case being more strongly protected by our Federal Constitution that my arguments 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benjamin_N._Cardozo
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would have swayed the court if it had considered the specifics of my case, and that is why I ask 

the Judiciary to give full and concise consideration to all my arguments and all the Relief I seek. 

4.4.2. The doctrine thus announced and often repeated, I had supposed was firmly established. 

Apparently the States remained really free to exercise governmental powers, not delegated or 

prohibited, without interference by the Federal Government through threats of punitive 

measures or offers of seductive favors. Unfortunately, the decision just announced opens the 

way for practical annihilation of this theory, and no cloud of words or ostentatious parade of 

irrelevant statistics should be permitted to obscure that fact. 

4.4.2.1. I argue, that I am really free to exercise my religious beliefs and practices as protected 

by our Constitution without interference from the any branch of the federal government. 

4.4.2.2. I further argue, that if I lose my case it will be absolutely clear to me that we have 

reached the state that our Founding Fathers feared and protected us citizens against: “But 

when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a 

design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off 

such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.—” 

4.4.3. The invalidity, also the destructive tendency, of legislation like the Act before us were 

forcefully pointed out by President Franklin Pierce in a veto message sent to the Senate May 3, 

1854. * He was a scholarly lawyer of distinction, and enjoyed the advice and counsel of a rarely 

able Attorney General -- Caleb Cushing of Massachusetts. This message considers with unusual 

lucidity points here specially important. I venture to set out pertinent portions of it which must 

appeal to all who continue to respect both the letter and spirit of our great charter. 

4.4.3.1. I argue, that my spirit and the spirit of our United States was well laid out supra and in 

other documents of my Case:  I argue that “provided the Secretary finds that the sect makes 

reasonable provision for its dependent members” is a further entanglement of government 

with religion and violates my beliefs, and the long and upstanding spirit, and history of the 

United States of America helping others. 

4.4.3.1.1. “dependent members” is an extremely limiting term, and was used by the 

government, I believe to avoid doing the work necessary for a popper and legal bill, and in 

doing so the government excessively entangled itself in religion and also made it overly 

burdensome and restrictive on beliefs that go beyond this imposed limitation, of what my 

beliefs do: 

4.4.3.1.1.1. Exodus 23.4-5 “If you meet your enemy’s ox or his ass going astray, you shall bring it 

back to him.  If you see the ass of one who hates you lying under its burden, you shall refrain 

from leaving him with it, you shall help him to lift it up.” 
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4.4.3.1.1.2. Luke 6.27-28: “But I say to you that hear, Love your enemies, do good to those who 

hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for those who abuse you.” 

4.4.3.1.2. As noted above our nation has a long and upstanding history of helping others in 

fulfilment of the above verses.  How then can my government require of me and my beliefs to 

do less?  So recognized are our efforts that a Canadian television broadcast was made by 

Gordon Sinclair on 5 June 1973.  "The Americans" performed by Byron MacGregor was widely 

revived on the Internet, on radio & television and in newspapers in 2001, following the 

September 11, 2001 attacks, and again in 2005 in the devastating aftermath of Hurricane 

Katrina.  And read into the Congressional Record several times.  I believe it is very applicable to 

everything going on today: 

4.4.3.1.2.1. “The Americans” The United States dollar took another pounding on German, 

French and British exchanges this morning, hitting the lowest point ever known in West 

Germany. 

4.4.3.1.2.2. It has declined there by 41% since 1971 and this Canadian thinks it is time to speak 

up for the Americans as the most generous and possibly the least-appreciated people in all the 

earth. 

4.4.3.1.2.3. As long as sixty years ago, when I first started to read newspapers, I read of floods 

on the Yellow River and the Yangtze. Who rushed in with men and money to help? 

4.4.3.1.2.4. The Americans did. 

4.4.3.1.2.5. They have helped control floods on the Nile, the Amazon, the Ganges and the Niger. 

Today, the rich bottom land of the Mississippi is under water and no foreign land has sent a 

dollar to help. 

4.4.3.1.2.6. Germany, Japan and, to a lesser extent, Britain and Italy, were lifted out of the 

debris of war by the Americans who poured in billions of dollars and forgave other billions in 

debts. None of those countries is today paying even the interest on its remaining debts to the 

United States. 

4.4.3.1.2.7. When the franc was in danger of collapsing in 1956, it was the Americans who 

propped it up and their reward was to be insulted and swindled on the streets of Paris. I was 

there. I saw it. 

4.4.3.1.2.8. When distant cities are hit by earthquakes, it is the United States that hurries into 

help… Managua Nicaragua is one of the most recent examples. So far this spring, 59 American 

communities have been flattened by tornadoes. Nobody has helped. The Marshall Plan .. the 

Truman Policy .. all pumped billions upon billions of dollars into discouraged countries. Now, 

newspapers in those countries are writing about the decadent war-mongering Americans. I’d 
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like to see one of those countries that is gloating over the erosion of the United States dollar 

build its own airplanes. Come on… let’s hear it! 

4.4.3.1.2.9. Does any other country in the world have a plane to equal the Boeing Jumbo Jet, 

the Lockheed Tristar or the Douglas 107? If so, why don’t they fly them? Why do all 

international lines except Russia fly American planes? Why does no other land on earth even 

consider putting a man or women on the moon? You talk about Japanese technocracy and you 

get radios. You talk about German technocracy and you get automobiles. You talk about 

American technocracy and you find men on the moon, not once, but several times … and safely 

home again. You talk about scandals and the Americans put theirs right in the store window for 

everyone to look at. Even the draft dodgers are not pursued and hounded. They are here on 

our streets, most of them … unless they are breaking Canadian laws…are getting American 

dollars from Ma and Pa at home to spend here. When the Americans get out of this bind … as 

they will… who could blame them if they said ‘the hell with the rest of the world’. Let someone 

else buy the Israel bonds, Let someone else build or repair foreign dams or design foreign 

buildings that won’t shake apart in earthquakes. 

4.4.3.1.2.10. When the railways of France, Germany and India were breaking down through 

age, it was the Americans who rebuilt them. When the Pennsylvania Railroad and the New York 

Central went broke, nobody loaned them an old caboose. Both are still broke. I can name to 

you 5,000 times when the Americans raced to the help of other people in trouble. Can you 

name me even one time when someone else raced to the Americans in trouble? 

4.4.3.1.2.11. I don’t think there was outside help even during the San Francisco earthquake. Our 

neighbors have faced it alone and I am one Canadian who is damned tired of hearing them 

kicked around. They will come out of this thing with their flag high. And when they do, they are 

entitled to thumb their nose at the lands that are gloating over their present troubles. I hope 

Canada is not one of these. But there are many smug, self-righteous Canadians. 

4.4.3.1.2.12. And finally, the American Red Cross was told at its 48th Annual meeting in New 

Orleans this morning that it was broke. This year’s disasters .. with the year less than half-over… 

has taken it all and nobody…but nobody… has helped. 

4.4.3.1.2.13. Citation:  ORIGINAL SCRIPT COURTESY STANDARD BROADCASTING CORPORATION 

LTD. (c) 1973 BY GORDON SINCLAIR 

4.4.3.1.2.14. How many more lines could be added to this declaration to include the last 43 

years? 

4.4.3.1.2.14.1. A 2004 tsunami in the Indian Ocean with over 230,000 people killed etal.” 
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4.4.3.2. I argue, that excerpts from President Franklin Pierce in a veto message sent to the 

Senate May 3, 1854 that was part of Mr. Justice McReynolds dissenting opinion is very 

precedent setting for the unconstitutionality of the Social Security Act and the ACA. 

4.4.3.2.1. "To the Senate of the United States:" 

4.4.3.2.1.1. "The bill entitled 'An Act making a grant of public lands to the several States for the 

benefit of indigent insane persons,'” 

4.4.3.2.1.1.1. I argue, that the bill before President Pierce was a bill of Federal Welfare, and that 

the Social Security Act and the ACA are also bills of Federal Welfare.  There is no doubt that the 

Federal Government needs to step in from time to time to support the citizens, with 

government aid like for Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Sandy being two recent examples, as 

in these cases as in all cases of federal financial support for citizens, they need to have a Sunset 

Provision.  I have wondered though, where were all the Insurance Companies relative to Sandy, 

did We the People bail them out also?  The Social Security Act and the ACA have no such Sunset 

Provision, they are both at the whim of the Congress, and the President.  You may question the 

inclusion of the President, but consider if the President signs the law he is part of it, if he veto’s 

the law and congress overrides the veto it, it is all on congress, and the President can use 

executive orders as he has freely done with the ACA.  The Social Security Act and the ACA need 

to be declared unconstitutional and sent back to Congress to repair to include a Sunset 

Provision or be left to die.  The power to repeal is not equivalent to a Sunset Provision, for in 

“repeal” it can come at any unknown time, a “Sunset Provision” gives notice of an end in 

advance. 

4.4.3.2.1.2. "It cannot be questioned that, if Congress has power to make provision for the 

indigent insane without the limits of this District, it has the same power to provide for the 

indigent who are not insane, and thus to transfer to the Federal Government the charge of all 

the poor in all the States. It has the same power to provide hospitals and other local 

establishments for the care and cure of every species of human infirmity, and thus to assume all 

that duty of either public philanthropy or public necessity to the dependent, the orphan, the 

sick, or the needy which is now discharged by the States themselves or by corporate institutions 

or private endowments existing under the legislation of the States. The whole field of public 

beneficence is thrown open to the care and culture of the Federal Government.” 

4.4.3.2.1.2.1. I argue, that the Social Security Act and the ACA as they stand without a Sunset 

Provision are just what President Franklin feared and expressed in this excerpt. 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2. I further argue, that these types of laws violated the Establishment Clause of the 

First Amendment.  Iran is not properly called “Iran”!  It is properly called “The Islamic Republic 

of Iran”.  {2.43 Be firm in devotion; give zakat (the due share of your wealth for the welfare of 

others.  Zakat, thus, constitutes the socio-economic aspect within the overall concept of salat, 
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as service to god in its widest connotation, as taqwa constitutes the moral aspect.  The Quran 

compares moral crimes a diseases, and calls those guilty of them deaf, dumb and blind.  From 

the Quran; A Contemporary Translation, by Ahmed Ali; Princeton University Press, Princeton, 

NJ; Copyright 1993 by Orooj Ahmed Ali.} 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.1. We are not; 

a)  the “jewish” Republic of the United States!; or 

b)  the “christian” Republic of the United States!; or 

c)  the “islamic” Republic of the United States! 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.2. WE ARE THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA & THE REPUBLIC FOR WHICH IT 

STANDS!!!! 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.3. WE, THE PEOPLE, 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.3.1. TAKE CARE OF EVERYONE 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.3.2. NOT JUST THOSE WHO ARE LIKE US!!!! 

4.4.3.2.1.2.2.3.2.1. Does the “AMERICAN RED CROSS”, the “Salvation Army”, and/or the 

“police” and “firefighters” ask who you are and what you believe before they run in to render 

comfort and support during or after a tragic event?   I think not!!!!  And who supports these 

organizations?  “WE THE PEOPLE without imposition by our Federal Government!!!! 

4.4.3.2.1.3. “Whatever considerations dictate sympathy for this particular object apply in like 

manner, if not in the same degree, to idiocy, to physical disease, to extreme destitution.” 

4.4.3.2.1.3.1. I argue, that the ACA is all about the physical disease and is not a topic for the 

Federal Government of our Untied States of America! 

4.4.3.2.1.4. “And if it be done in this case, what answer shall be given when Congress shall be 

called upon, as it doubtless will be, to pursue a similar course of legislation in the others?” 

4.4.3.2.1.4.1. I argue, that The United States of America is $20 Trillion in debt today, because 

the Congress, and President can’t manage the affairs of the Constitutional Responsibility of the 

Federal Government and thus have no responsibility in taking on things outside that 

Constitutional Responsibility!  Thus the ACA, and the Social Security Act should be declared 

unconstitutional, even more so for the violations of the First Amendment of the Constitution.  

And thus, I should be provided all of the Relief I seek in my Case. 

4.4.3.2.1.5. “The question presented, therefore, clearly is upon the constitutionality and 

propriety of the Federal Government's (Page 301 U. S. 603) assuming to enter into a novel and 

vast field of legislation, namely that of providing for the care and support of all those among 
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the people of the United States who, by any form of calamity, become fit objects of public 

philanthropy." 

4.4.3.2.1.5.1. How has our Federal Government strayed so from its Ministerial Duties and 

limited power of constitutional responsibilities to the people? 

4.4.3.2.1.5.1.1. I argue, that it is in the same way that the ACA passed in the first place: a failure 

of the congresspersons that voted for it, and the president who signed it to understand their 

limits of power, and rights of citizens from our Constitution.  Thus all the relief that I seek in my 

Case should be granted.  

4.4.3.2.1.6. "I readily and, I trust, feelingly acknowledge the duty incumbent on us all as men 

and citizens, and as among the highest and holiest of our duties, to provide for those who, in 

the mysterious order of Providence, are subject to want and to disease of body or mind; but I 

cannot find any authority in the Constitution for making the Federal Government the great 

almoner of public charity throughout the United States. To do so would, in my judgment, be 

contrary to the letter and spirit of the Constitution, and subversive of the whole theory upon 

which the Union of these States is founded.” 

4.4.3.2.1.6.1. I argue, that it has been a long train, 162 years – 67.5% of our 240 years of life as 

the United States of American and the Republic for which it Stands, of abuses and usurpations, 

pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce the citizens under absolute 

Despotism [the exercise of absolute power, especially in a cruel and oppressive way], as I have 

argued about the ACA penalties, and the ACA restrictive religious tenets and existence by date 

of prior to 31-Dec-1950 with the coercion, participate or pay islamic zakat tax or sacrifice Social 

Security Benefits.  (1)  KKK 1ST 1865: rooted 10 years earlier in the Kansas-Nebraska Act?? Pierce did not favor Southern Democrats!! 

4.4.3.2.1.7. “Are we not too prone to forget that the Federal Union is the creature of the States, 

not they of the Federal Union?” 

4.4.3.2.1.7.1. I argue, that the truth is that we are “too prone”, not just by my arguments, but 

by the “Life Cycle of a Democracy/Republic” as attributed to Tytler, which will be detailed later. 

4.4.3.2.1.8. “They achieved that independence and secured its recognition by the agency of a 

consulting body which, from being an assembly of the ministers of distinct sovereignties 

instructed to agree to no form of government which did not leave the domestic concerns of 

each State to itself, was appropriately denominated a Congress.” 

4.4.3.2.1.8.1. I argue, that our Federal Government has lost its “sense of purpose to our 

Constitution”, as so rightly defined by President Peirce in the above paragraph, in passing acts 

like the ACA in violation of the doctrine of non-delegation, and it is time the fear of the people 

of its Federal Government be reversed and the fear of the people be put back into the Federal 

Government, what better way to do this than declare the ACA, and the Social Security Act 
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unconstitutional and return them to Congress to rightly construct them within their powers and 

include a Sunset Provision or leave the domestic concerns of citizens to the people, and also 

award me all the other Relief I seek. 

4.4.3.2.1.9. “With this aim and to this end, the fathers of the Republic framed the Constitution, 

in and by which the independent and sovereign States united themselves for certain specified 

objects and purposes, and for those only, leaving all powers not therein set forth as conferred 

on one or another of the three great departments -- the legislative, the executive, and the 

judicial -- indubitably with the States. And when the people of the several States had in their 

State conventions, and thus alone, given effect and force to the Constitution, not content that 

any doubt should in future arise as to the scope and character of this act, they ingrafted 

thereon the explicit declaration that" 

4.4.3.2.1.9. 1. "the powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution nor 

prohibited by it to the States are reserved to the States respectively or to the people." 

4.4.3.2.1.9. 1.1. I argue, “the fathers of the Republic” seen fit to protect every citizen from the 

Federal Government’s involvement with Religion and Religious Practice with the First 

Amendment, and that to be forced to sacrifice my Social Security benefits to exercise my beliefs 

or comply with the Federal Government defined tenets of belief or pay an islamic economic 

code tax violates not only the First Amendment, but also the Eighth Amendment rights as it 

relates to no excessive fines imposed, and no cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.  For this 

reason my relief of Compensatory Damages should be awarded to me as detailed in my 

Complaint, and the ACA and Social Security Act should be declared unconstitutional. 

4.4.3.2.1.9. 1.2. I further argue, that both the ACA and the Social Security Act are outside the 

powers conferred to the three great departments -- the legislative, the executive, and the 

judicial in our Constitution, as I have argued to this point in this document, all preceding 

documents, and in my Complaint, and they need to be declared unconstitutional. 

4.4.3.2.1.10. "Can it be controverted that the great mass of the business of Government -- that 

involved in the social relations, the internal arrangements of the body politic, the mental and 

moral culture of men, the development of local resources of wealth, the punishment of crimes 

in general, the preservation of order, the relief of the needy or otherwise unfortunate members 

of society -- did in practice remain with the States; that none of these objects of local concern 

are by the Constitution expressly or impliedly prohibited to the States, and that none of them 

are by any express language of the Constitution transferred to the United States?” 

4.4.3.2.1.10.1. “Can it be claimed that any of these functions of local administration and 

legislation are vested in the Federal Government by any implication?” 
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4.4.3.2.1.10.2. “I have never found anything in the Constitution which is susceptible of such a 

construction. No one of the enumerated powers touches the subject, or has even a remote 

analogy to it.” 

4.4.3.2.1.10.3. I argue, that the three great departments -- the legislative, the executive, and 

the judicial have no power to take away my constitutional protections and religious freedoms 

because nothing I do infringes on the rights of other citizens. 

4.4.3.2.1.10.4. I further argue, that because my beliefs and practices do not infringe on the 

rights of other citizens the penalties imposed by the ACA are unconstitutional and thus the 

Compensatory Damages detailed in my complaint should be granted to me. 

4.4.3.2.1.11.  “The powers conferred upon the United States have reference to federal 

relations, or to the means of accomplishing (Page 301 U. S. 605) or executing things of federal 

relation. So also of the same character are the powers taken away from the States by 

enumeration. 

4.4.3.2.1.11.1. In either case, the powers granted and the powers restricted were so granted or 

so restricted only where it was requisite for the maintenance of peace and harmony between 

the States or for the purpose of protecting their common interests and defending their 

common sovereignty against aggression from abroad or insurrection at home." 

4.4.3.2.1.11.2. I argue, that our Declaration of Independence and our Constitution, give each of 

us citizens sovereignty over their Life, Liberty, pursuit of Happiness, and religious beliefs and 

practices as argued as part of my complaint and all documents used in making my case, and 

that a Federal Government that seeks to take these away from its citizens is Unconstitutional.  I 

cannot do justice with my words as compared to the words of our Founding Fathers of our 

Republic:  “.--That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving 

their just powers from the consent of the governed, --That whenever any Form of Government 

becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to 

institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in 

such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.” and 

“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 

exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people 

peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.” 

4.4.3.2.1.11.2.1. After my Congresspersons, and my President failed to redress my grievances 

related to the Constitutional violations of the ACA I faced becoming a slave to their Despotism, 

or stand up and fight.  I have never been one to be enslaved, so here I am, all alone as a David 

against a Goliath, before the Third Branch of our Federal Government seeking protection from 

Goliath, the Legislative, and Executive branches of my Federal Government.  Considering all 

that I have slogged through to this point in this case and my one prior exposure to a Judiciary, I 
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have really sincerely begun to question whether Justice can be trusted for her clear-sightedness 

and impartiality anymore? 

4.4.3.2.1.11.2.2. With humility, I ask this Judicial Branch of my Federal Government to protect 

me and our Constitution with clear-sightedness and impartiality! 

4.4.3.2.1.12. "I shall not discuss at length the question of power sometimes claimed for the 

General Government under the clause of the eighth section of the Constitution, which gives 

Congress the power" 

4.4.3.2.1.12.1. "to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay debts and provide 

for the common defense and general welfare of the United States," 

4.4.3.2.1.12.1. "because if it has not already been settled upon sound reason and authority, it 

never will be.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2. “I take the received and just construction of that article, as if written to lay and 

collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises in order to pay the debts and in order to provide for 

the common defense and general welfare.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1. “It is not a substantive general power to provide for the welfare of the United 

States, but is a limitation on the grant of power to raise money by taxes, duties, and imposts.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.1. I argue, that the Party of Democrats, who own the ACA, has become a 

Socialist Party of a collation of special interests and believes it has the substantive general 

power to alter our Constitution and change our Republic without necessary Amendments.  This 

party, and those specifically who voted to pass the ACA; the President who signed it into law; 

and those who continue to support it need to be held accountable for their violations of 

Ministerial Duties by oath to uphold and protect our Constitution, and that is why I asked “4.  

Granted Future Legal action for Irreparable Injury and Punitive or Exemplary Damages to be 

addressed in separate lawsuits against those individuals actually responsible for the violations 

of my rights.” in the Relief Section of my complaint.  The non-application of absolute immunity 

will be argued in a separate Exhibit.  Now I believe that Relief can be adjudicated in this Case.  

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.2. “If it were otherwise, all the rest of the Constitution, consisting of carefully 

enumerated and cautiously guarded grants of specific powers, would have been useless, if not 

delusive.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.3. “It would be impossible in that view to escape from the conclusion that these 

were inserted only to mislead for the present, and, instead of enlightening and defining the 

pathway of the future, to involve its action in the mazes of doubtful construction.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.3.1. Let not my words argue “the mazes of doubtful construction” about the 

ACA, but let the words of Chief Justice Roberts who delivered the opinion of the Court in No. 
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14–114; DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND 

HUMAN SERVICES, ET AL., express it, “The Affordable Care Act contains more than a few 

examples of inartful drafting. (To cite just one, the Act creates three separate Section 1563s. 

See 124 Stat. 270, 911, 912.) Several features of the Act’s passage contributed to that 

unfortunate reality. Congress wrote key parts of the Act behind closed doors, rather than 

through “the traditional legislative process.” Cannan, A Legislative History of the Affordable 

Care Act: How Legislative Procedure Shapes Legislative History, 105 L. Lib. J. 131, 163(2013). 

And Congress passed much of the Act using a complicated budgetary procedure known as 

“reconciliation,” which limited opportunities for debate and amendment, and bypassed the 

Senate’s normal 60-vote filibuster requirement. … Reliance on context and structure in 

statutory interpretation is a “subtle business, calling for great wariness lest what professes to 

be mere rendering becomes creation and attempted interpretation of legislation becomes 

legislation itself.  …  Our role is more confined—“to say what the law is.” ” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.3.1.1. I argue, for my case “to say what the law is.” is to say it is 

Unconstitutional, and “this Court “does not revise legislation . . . just because the text as 

written creates an apparent anomaly.” Michigan v. Bay Mills Indian Community, 572 U. S. ___, 

___ (2014) (slip op., at 10). …  And all the interpretive jiggery-pokery” will not save it from the 

Relief I seek.  The last cited text from the Late Justice Scalia with the dissenting opinion in No. 

14–114. 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.3.1.2. I will let the words of the Late Justice Scalia argue for me a little more, 

“Only by concentrating on the law’s terms can a judge hope to uncover the scheme of the 

statute, rather than some other scheme that the judge thinks desirable.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.3.1.2.1. I argue, that for my case the law’s terms are clear and explicit relative 

to the requirements for Religious Exemption and violate my, and other citizens Constitutional 

Rights protected by the First and Eight Amendments and the other Amendments supra, and 

thus I should be granted all the relief I seek in my Case. 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.4. “Such a conclusion the character of the men who framed that sacred 

instrument will never permit us to form.” 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.1.4.1. But here we are 162 years later arguing about it! 

4.4.3.2.1.12.2.2. “Indeed, to suppose it susceptible of any other construction would be to 

consign all the rights of the States and of the people of the States to the mere discretion (Page 

301 U. S. 606) of Congress, and thus to clothe the federal Government with authority to control 

the sovereign States, by which they would have been dwarfed into provinces or departments 

and all sovereignty vested in an absolute consolidated central power, against which the spirit of 

liberty has so often and in so many countries struggled in vain." 
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4.4.3.2.1.12.2.2.1. I argue, that because of the ACA, the people and the states are struggling in 

vain to save our United States and our Republic for which it stands, unless the Judiciary takes a 

stand here and now to save us from the ACA and those who passed it; the president who signed 

it; and the those who continue to support it our Republic is lost, and so goes our Constitution 

and our Bill of Rights. 

4.4.3.2.1.13. "In my judgment, you cannot by tributes to humanity make any adequate 

compensation for the wrong you would inflict by removing the sources of power and political 

action from those who are to be thereby affected.” 

4.4.3.2.1.13.1. I argue, that the Representatives of the party of the Democrats have taken the 

power away from the people with the ACA; the Iran Nuclear Deal, a U.S. Congressional review 

was not included in it, but an Iranian Parliament Review was; and their other Acts with the 

Social Security Act being one, and the Representatives of the party of the Democrats have 

become the United States greatest domestic enemies, and unless an Independent Judiciary, 

with a Clear Vision takes a stand here and now to save us from the ACA and those who passed 

it; the president who signed it; and the those who continue to support it our Republic is lost, 

and so goes our Constitution and our Bill of Rights.  However, We the People are left with one 

last action. 

4.4.3.2.1.14. “If the time shall ever arrive when, for an object appealing, however strongly, to 

our sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to the dictation of Congress by conforming 

their legislation thereto, when the power and majesty and honor of those who created shall 

become subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but feebly utter my apprehensions when I 

express my firm conviction that we shall see ‘ the beginning of the end.’" 

4.4.3.2.1.14.1. 'the beginning of the end.' How close are we to the end with the ACA? I argue, 

that we are at the end!  Substitute “republic” for “democracy” in the following:  “A republic 

democracy is always temporary in nature; it simply cannot exist as a permanent form of 

government. A republic democracy will continue to exist up until the time that voters discover 

that they can vote themselves generous gifts from the public treasury. From that moment on, 

the majority always votes for the candidates who promise the most benefits from the public 

treasury, with the result that every republic democracy will finally collapse due to loose fiscal 

policy, which is always followed by a dictatorship.  The average age of the world's greatest 

civilizations from the beginning of history has been about 200 years. During those 200 years, 

these nations always progressed through the following sequence: From bondage to spiritual 

faith; From spiritual faith to great courage; From courage to liberty; From liberty to abundance; 

From abundance to selfishness; From selfishness to complacency; From complacency to apathy; 

From apathy to dependence; From dependence back into bondage. 
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4.4.3.2.1.14.1.1. The above quotation has been attributed to Alexander Fraser Tytler, Lord 

Woodhouselee FRSE, although it has also been occasionally attributed to Alexis de Tocqueville. 

4.4.3.2.1.14.1.2. Citation:  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alexander_Fraser_Tytler 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2. I argue, that though I once believed in the United States that I was free to let 

GOD lead me to HIM and I was free to practice where HE lead me, but because I was born after 

31-Dec-1950 that my, and many others’ Freedom of Religion is a fallacy, even though President 

Obama cry’s for the protection of muslim refugees under it.  Maybe, it is really only the muslims 

and islamic sharia code he seeks to protect? 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.1. Freedom of Religion, a fundamental right granted to all citizens of the United 

States by the very first Congress of our United States, and that Congress also limited the powers 

of the Federal Government.  The Legislative Branch tried to seize additional powers from the 

states it in 1854, but their greed for power was put down by President Pierces, a Democrat, as 

we have been arguing. 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.2. However, since then the Legislative and Executive Branches have been seizing 

power since at least 1935 when the Social Security Act was enacted, and then amended in 

1939, 1950, 1952, 1954, 1956, 1958,1960 1961, 1962, 1965 (Specific Religious Language for the 

“Old Order Amish”), 1972, 1977, 1980, 1983, 1984, and 1996, and now with the ACA of 2010, 

though much of the implementation was delayed until the end of 2013 and beyond because it 

was so poorly written.  Emphasis on Chief Justice Robert’s comments shared above. 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.3. Starting in 1937 through 2015 even the Judicial Branch, primarily at the 

Supreme Court, has acted to protect the other two branches and legislation over the people. 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.4. The bondage is once again complete. 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.5. Will the Judicial Branch, continue with erudite manipulation of words and 

dealings to hold citizens in bondage by the Federal Government in support of powers that the 

Legislative, and Executive Branches were never to have? 

4.4.3.2.1.14.2.6. Or will the Judicial Branch, speak loud and clear in my Case, that impacts not 

only me but millions of “nones – those that don’t follow organized religion”?  

4.4.3.2.1.15. "Fortunately, we are not left in doubt as to the purpose of the Constitution any 

more than as to its express language, for although the history of its formation, as recorded in 

the Madison Papers, shows that the Federal Government in its present form emerged from the 

conflict of opposing influences which have continued to divide statesmen from that day to this, 

yet the rule of clearly defined powers and of strict construction presided over the actual 

conclusion and subsequent adoption of the Constitution. 

4.4.3.2.1.15.1. President Madison, in the Federalist, says:" 
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4.4.3.2.1.15.1.1. " The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution are few and defined. 

Those which are to remain in the State governments are numerous and indefinite. . . . Its [the 

General Government's] jurisdiction extends to certain enumerated objects only, and leaves to 

the several States a residuary and inviolable sovereignty over all other objects. " 

4.4.3.2.1.15.2. "In the same spirit, President Jefferson invokes" 

4.4.3.2.1.15.2.1. "the support of the State governments in all their rights as the most 

competent administrations for our domestic concerns and the surest bulwarks against anti-

republican tendencies," 

4.4.3.2.1.15.3. “and President Jackson said” 

4.4.3.2.1.15.3.1. “that our true strength and wisdom are not promoted by invasions of the 

rights and powers of the several States, but that, on the contrary, they consist 'not in binding 

the States more closely to the center, but in leaving each more unobstructed in its proper 

orbit.'" 

4.4.3.2.1.15.4. I argue, that unfortunately today “we are not left in doubt as to the purpose of 

the Constitution and its express language” as to the fact that, “powers delegated by the 

proposed Constitution are “were” few and defined”; people are “the surest bulwarks against 

anti-republican tendencies,”; and that we the people have inalienable rights, “each more 

unobstructed in its proper orbit” than yesterday. 

4.4.3.2.1.15.4.1. Will the Judicial Branch, continue with erudite manipulation of words and 

dealings to hold citizens in bondage by the Federal Government in support of powers that the 

Legislative, and Executive Branches were never to have? 

4.4.3.2.1.15.4.2. Or will the Judicial Branch, speak loud and clear in my Case, that impacts not 

only me but millions of “nones – those that don’t follow organized religion”?  

4.4.3.2.1.16. "The framers of the Constitution, in refusing to confer on the Federal Government 

any jurisdiction over these purely local objects, in my judgment, manifested a wise forecast and 

broad comprehension of the true interests of these objects themselves. It is clear that public 

charities within the States can be efficiently administered only by their authority. 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1. I argue, that today our Federal Government has become a public charity for 

everyone, even more so non-citizens, even going to lengths to protect them over the protection 

of the citizens of the United States: IE: Kathryn Steinle killed in an illegal alien sanctuary city by 

an illegal alien! 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.1. Bill O’Reilly spoke up for “Kate’s Law”, and Congress was impotent to protect 

we the people, the citizens of the United States of America!  By the way the gun used in the 

murder of Ms. Steinle was from a Federal Government Agency. 
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4.4.3.2.1.16.1.2. Did not the obama Administration also run a program called “Fast and Furious” 

selling guns to drug lords?  Did not one of those guns kill a Border Patrol Agent?  How many of 

these guns are still out there today killing us? 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.3. And Obama lets Gitmo Detainees, enemies of the United States, go free, and 

it’s said at least 30% have gone back on a killing spree.  So who is really free under this 

Administration and his Legislative sages?  And on 14-Jul-2016 a Free Gitmo Past Detainee was 

implicated as a mastermind in the Airport Bombing in Turkey: can we be held liable for that?  I 

say we, because the only place the Federal Government gets its money is from We the People. 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.4. Look at the restrictions obama puts on our military, to protect the so called 

citizens of our enemies, when they are killing our citizens and our friends around the world, and 

right here at home.  Obama won’t even call our enemy for who they are, he just petes and 

repeats, “bla – bla – bla bla _ bla”! 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.5. By the way the Army, Navy, Airforce, and Maries are to be working for the 

people and our Constitution, for our common defense, not the president and his political sages!   

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.6. If we can’t trust this Administration, and his Legislative sages with guns, how 

can we ever be expected to trust them or any from the past or in the future with powers they 

were never to have? 

4.4.3.2.1.16.1.7. I argue, that I should be granted all Relief requested in my Case because 

Obama, and his Legislative sages have far exceed their powers, and violated my Constitutional 

Rights, with Emphasis on the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth. 

4.4.3.2.1.17. "I cannot but repeat what I have before expressed, that, if the several States, 

many of which have already laid the foundation of munificent establishments of local 

beneficence, and nearly all of which are proceeding to establish them, shall be led to suppose, 

as, should this bill become a law, they will be, that Congress is to make provision for such 

objects, the fountains of charity will be dried up at home, and the several States, instead of 

bestowing their own means on the social wants of their own people, may themselves, through 

the strong temptation which appeals to states as to individuals, become humble suppliants for 

the bounty of the Federal Government, reversing their true relations to this Union." 

4.4.3.2.1.17.1. I argue, that in the life-cycle of a Republic we have reached the last stage 

“bondage” with the ACA at the beginning of this decade and the Social Security ACT almost a 

century ago? 

4.4.3.2.1.17.1. Will this Judiciary allow the “bondage” to continue? 

4.4.3.2.1.17.2. Or will this Judiciary protect me, and the citizens of our United States from the 

other two branches of our Federal Government? 
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4.4.3.2.1.18. "The conclusion from the general survey of the whole subject is to my mind 

irresistible, and closes the question both of right and of expediency so far as regards the 

principle of the appropriation proposed in this bill. Would not the admission of such power in 

Congress to dispose of the public domain work the practical abrogation of some of the most 

important provisions of the Constitution?" 

4.4.3.2.1.18.1. I argue, that President obama who signed the ACA, and his sages in Congress 

that passed the ACA have further done away with citizens’ rights under our Constitution and 

use coercion in the ACA to force citizens to comply or suffer excessive fines and cruel and 

unusual punishments with the loss of First Amendment rights, SSA Benefits et al! 

4.4.3.2.1.18.2. I argue, that it is the responsibility of this Judiciary to protect me and we the 

citizens of our United States from such Federal Government tyranny and thus award me all the 

Relief I now seek in my case.  The Virginia Supreme Court stood up for Law Abiding Citizens over 

a demo-rat governor who tried to use executive power to allow for felons to vote for hillary c. 

4.4.3.2.1.19. “The general result at which I have arrived is the necessary consequence of those 

views of the relative rights, powers, and duties of the States and of the Federal Government 

which I have long entertained and often expressed and in reference to which my convictions do 

but increase in force with time and experience.” 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1. I argue, that time and experience of Constitutionally Delegated Powers have 

been lost on President Obama, and his sages that passed the ACA, and also those who 

previously passed similar charitable legislation.  This can be best expressed by: 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.1. The stare decisis in protecting the legislative acts at issue in my complaint over 

the Constitutional Rights of the citizens of our United States, and 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.2. By Nancy Pelosi, “But we have to pass the bill so that you can find out what is 

in it away from the fog of controversy.” 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.2.1. They couldn’t even read 1.5 pages of religious exemption in the ACA to see if 

it complied with our Constitution?  Or was it one of the things intentionally done behind closed 

doors, as much was done behind closed doors and away from normal procedures as noted by 

SCOTUS Chief Justice Roberts.  Yet, SCOTUS saved the ACA that originated in the Senate instead 

of Constitutionally in the House. 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.2.2. Additional religious exemptions were added, did they read those pages? 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.2.3. Or did they feel because of the past protections by the Judiciary for the 

Social Security Act over the citizens of our United States that they didn’t need to read and 

understand the ACA, because they knew their Judiciary would protect them over me, and the 

other citizens of our United States of America and the Republic for which it Stands? 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 34 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

4.4.3.2.1.19.1.3. I further argue, that it appears to me that the Congresspersons who voted for 

the ACA, and President Obama who signed the ACA violated the doctrine of non-delegation of 

powers, and have abdicated their powers to the Judiciary to finalize the legislation, and the 

Judiciary has shown an appreciation in the past for this transfer of power and have obliged the 

Legislative, and Executive Branches with favorable rulings.  Recall, that two of the primary cases 

considered in this exhibit were favored to the Legislative, and Executive Branches on a simple 

majority of a 5 to 4 vote.   Considering this and the new violations of our Constitution presented 

in my complaints, Criminal and Civil, and all my documents both the ACA and the Social Security 

Act should be declared unconstitutional and I be awarded all the other relief I seek in my case. 

4.4.3.2.1.20. I argue, that there were special protections and delegations built into the 

Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, and our Bill of Rights that formed a Republic 

Oak Tree Structure, and this argument is well and strongly expressed by President Franklin 

Pierce as outlined above.  However, it seems to have been lost in the “fog” of political 

partisanship!  What was it Nancy Pelosi said about “fog”?  “But we have to pass the bill [the 

ACA] so that you can find out what is in it away from the fog of controversy.” 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1. I argue, that the shifting sands of political partisanship greedy for power and 

control of the Legislative, Executive, and Judicial branches of our Federal Government has left 

the citizens of our United States as victims in our crumbling Republic.  This cannot be better 

expressed than by the split tongued rhetoric from President imam obama with his response: 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.1. to muslims “And when enshrining the freedom of religion in our Constitution 

and our Bill of Rights, our Founders meant what they said when they said it applied to all 

religions.”  But that’s not what he said in his book, Chapter 3 on our Constitution.  And, for me, 

his response was, “it’s not a good idea” yet he claims he would “listen to good ideas”. 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.1.1. Citation:  The White House; Office of the Press Secretary; For Immediate 

Release February 03, 2016; Remarks by the President at Islamic Society of Baltimore; Baltimore, 

Maryland; 1:04 P.M. EST. 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.1.2. Emphasis, “all religions.”  As argued in U.S. Supreme Court, Board of 

Education v. Allen, 392 U.S. 236 (1968) Mr. Justice Harlan, concurring, “The attitude of 

government toward religion must, as this Court has frequently observed, be one of neutrality. 

Neutrality is, however, a coat of many colors. It requires that ‘government neither engage in 

nor compel religious practices, that it effect no favoritism among sects or between religion and 

nonreligion, and that it work deterrence of no religious belief.’” 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.2. “The bottom line is that we are implementing the Affordable Care Act, not 

repealing it.  I’ll work with anybody to improve this law, and I’ll listen to good ideas.” Citation:  

Obama’s email response to me 27-Jan-2015 4:48 PM when I sought to exercise my First 
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Amendment Rights in both religious belief and exercise, and petition the Government for a 

redress of my Constitutional grievances with the ACA. 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.2.1. I guess President Obama doesn’t consider the First Amendment Rights for 

me “a good idea”, but he does for muslims, or is it aid and comfort for the fundamental islamic 

sunni sharia code warriors attacking us around the world and invading and killing us here at 

home: DISCRIMINATION and TREASON! 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.3. So President obama argues for religious freedom and protection for muslims, 

but not for me!  Can you say it with me: DISCRIMINATION and TREASON! 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.4. President obama claims to be a christian, “Whoever wants to enter paradise, 

the Prophet Muhammad taught, “let him treat people the way he would love to be treated.”  

(Applause.)  For Christians like myself, I’m assuming that sounds familiar.  (Laughter.)” (From 

the same speech cited above) but acts like a muslim, with this speech et al. 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.4.1. I argue, you are what you act!  See Exhibit 22 et al. 

4.4.3.2.1.20.1.5. I argue, for the Judiciary’s neutrality in my Case, and that I be awarded all of 

the relief I seek in my case, with emphasis on holding those who violate the Constitutional 

rights of citizens responsible for violation of their Ministerial Duties. 

4.4.4. By the sanction of this adventure, the door is open for progressive inauguration of others 

of like kind under which it can hardly be expected that the States will retain genuine 

independence of action. 

4.4.4.1. We are finally back to MR. Justice McReynolds dissenting on Steward Mach. Co. v. 

Collector, 301 U.S. 548 (1937) for the protection of the Social Security Act of 1935. 

4.4.4.2. I argue that the Social Security Act of 1935 has seen this “progressive inauguration” 

within itself with the 1939 addition of family members; 1956 addition of disability; 1962 welfare 

additions; 1965 addition of Medicare and exemption for the “Old Order Amish”; 1972 addition 

of SSI (paid from the general fund not the Social Security Fund); and 1972 COLAs. 

4.4.4.3. I further argue, that the ACA is just more of the same “progressive inauguration” of 

parens patriae, and today, 2016, the citizens are saying enough is enough with the Federal 

Government in our lives as illustrated by the lack of participation in the program, even under 

threat of penalties, and insurance companies are saying enough is enough with the Federal 

Government in our lives as illustrated by skyrocketing premiums and insurance companies 

dropping out from participation in the program.  Our Republic works and the demo-rats need to 

be stopped in their relentless assault on trying to take the power from the people.  I now feel, 

demo-rats applies to both the democrats and republicans. 
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4.4.4.3.1. I argue, that this just goes to show that the favorable arguments Chief Justice Roberts 

made for protecting the ACA over the people in No. 14–114 DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. 

SYLVIA BURWELL, SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, ET AL, have a hollow and 

empty ring today, for he protects them over US2. 

4.4.4.3.2. I further argue, that this is what happens when the Judiciary over steps its bounds 

and seeks to protect the government over the people. 

4.4.4.3.2.1. The Wise Founding Fathers even planned for a remedy to this very situation of 

“progressive inauguration” of “parens patriae” of “usurpation”: 

4.4.4.3.2.1.1. “That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving 

their just powers from the consent of the governed, -- That whenever any Form of Government 

becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to 

institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in 

such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.”  Is a citation 

needed?  Considering where we are today it is!  Citation:  Our Roots, We the Peoples 

Declaration of Independence. 

4.4.4.3.2.1.1.1. I argue, that I’m here pleading my Case before this Judiciary because the Federal 

Government in all Branches has become destructive to our United States and the Republic for 

which it Stands, and I hope with all of my arguments that this Judiciary can remove their 

political blinders, and return to protecting me, and the citizens with the foundation of our 

United States, the Declaration of Independence and our Constitution and our Bill of Rights. 

4.4.4.3.2.1.1.1.1. Article III, Section 2, The judicial Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and 

Equity, arising under this Constitution, the Laws of the United States, … . 

4.4.4.3.2.1.1.1.1.1. Equity:  In its broadest and most general signification, this term denotes the 

spirit and the habit of fairness, justness, and right dealing which would regulate the intercourse 

of men with men [men with Government].  Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is EQUITY? 

definition of EQUITY (Black's Law Dictionary) 

4.4.5. And without independent States a Federal Union as contemplated by the Constitution 

becomes impossible. 

4.4.5.1. I argue, that the dismantling of the USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, at the end 

of the last millennium was an example of what happens when citizens and states are too long 

subordinate to the Federal Government’s “progressive inauguration” of “parens patriae” of 

“usurpation” of the peoples power. 

4.4.5.1.1. Has our time come to an end? 
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4.4.5.1.2. President obama won’t call our enemies for what they are “bla – bla – bla bla _ bla”; 

makes enemies of our long standing allies; makes nuclear deals with our long standing enemies 

the Islamic Republic of Iran (no First Amendment Rights over there) ignoring our Congress, their 

vote wasn’t included in the deal, he claimed to speak for them like a king; lets our islamic 

enemies go from Gitmo prison to kill again; won’t let our troops unleash on our Islamic 

enemies; opens the doors of our United States to invaders from islamic nations, and does many 

other things.  He is not Presidential for the citizens!  He is a dictator to the citizens!  He is an 

imam, a leader for the fundamental islamic sunni sharia code warriors, he’s real constitution, 

“shahada/sward”, muslim profession of faith “there is no god but allah, and muhammad is the 

messenger of allah – supported by the sward!”, for he has even confessed in his book, 

“AUDACITY of HOPE …” “I will stand with them …” fully detailed in other documents. 

4.4.6. Ordinarily, I must think, a denial that the challenged action of Congress and what has 

been done under it amount to coercion and impair freedom of government by the people of 

the State would be regarded as contrary to practical experience. Unquestionably our federate 

plan of government confronts an enlarged peril. 

4.4.6.1. I argue, that “enlarged peril” today goes far beyond what Justice McReynolds 

contemplated in 1937, even though we weren’t two decades past the end World War I, and the 

world was struggling with war in the pacific, America was rebuilding, and it was our strength 

that won World War II.  However, the last eight years under President obama have seen an 

enlarged peril far beyond the 911 attack; the Boston bombings blew open the scars of 911 even 

though a Russian, President Putin, told him they were bad; Iraq has been taken over by the 

Fundamental Islamic Sharia Code Warriors and expanding in every direction; he gives Iran 

hundreds of billions in a nuclear deal; our ally from the foundation of our Nation, France, is 

attacked and obama won’t stand next to them; 14 more die in San Bernardino, CA and he lets 

more go from Gitmo, and Orlando et al occurs as I await an answer for the Feds. 

4.5. Separate opinion of Mr. Justice Sutherland dissenting. 

4.5.1. A state may enter into contracts; but a state cannot, by contract or statute, surrender the 

execution, or a share in the execution, of any of its governmental powers either to a sister state 

or to the federal government, any more than the federal government can surrender the control 

of any of its governmental powers to a foreign nation. 

4.5.1.1. I argue, that under the doctrine of non-delegation Congress and the President cannot 

shirk [evade, dodge, avoid, get out of, sidestep] their Ministerial Duties to uphold and protect 

We the People and our Constitution and our Bill of Rights, and delegate the Legislation to the 

Judiciary for definition and refinement, which is exactly what has happened with the ACA, and 

with the Social Security Act.  How, many Cases has SCOTUS heard relative to the ACA since 

2010, and how many have been heard On Writ Of Certiorari [skip the lower courts and go right 
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to the top court]?  Maybe, the Justices of SCOTUS should be elected by the people in this day 

an age of instant messaging, and not appointed by a political president?  For a president has a 

maximum of eight years that he can act, but Justices of SCOTUS have a life time!  The citizens, 

just might take a harder look at what they’re faced with based on their vote! 

4.5.1.1.1. I argue, for this reason alone the Acts Should be declared unconstitutional and sent 

back to Congress to repair or dispose of, and that I should be granted all the Relief I seek. 

4.5.2. The people of the United States, by their Constitution, have affirmed a division of internal 

governmental powers between the federal government and the governments of the several 

states – committing to the first its powers by express grant and necessary implication; to the 

latter, or (Page 301 U. S. 611) to the people, by reservation, “the powers not delegated to the 

United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States.” The Constitution thus 

affirms the complete supremacy and independence of the state within the field of its powers. 

4.5.2.1. I argue, that of the people as stated in “The people of the United States, by their 

Constitution, have affirmed a division of internal governmental powers” be truthfully and 

faithfully applied to my Case, and that in that truth and faithfulness I should be awarded all the 

relief I seek. 

4.5.3. The necessity of preserving each from every form of illegitimate intrusion or interference 

on the part of the other is so imperative as to require this court, when its judicial power is 

properly invoked, to view with a careful and discriminating eye any legislation challenged as 

constituting such an intrusion or interference. 

4.5.3.1. I argue, that this Judiciary invoke its Judicial Power properly in my case, and protect me, 

and the citizens of our United States from the intrusion of the ACA, and the Social Security Act 

into our First Amendment Rights of our Constitution’s Bill of Rights, and that no fines are 

imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted on me, and on US2. 

4.5.3.1.1. I further argue, that any fine or any punishment upon a citizen of our United States 

for practicing their protected religious beliefs is excessive, and thus the penalties and payments 

made under the ACA and the Social Security Act should be returned to me as detailed in my 

Complaint for Compensatory Damages and other documents of my Case for proof as property, 

and all the other Relief I seek should be awarded. 

4.5.3.1.2. I also, argue this is only applicable as long as those beliefs do not intrude on the rights 

of other citizens.  I hereby certify that none of my beliefs or practices intrude on the rights of 

citizens: a matter of fact, my tenets of my beliefs and practices, provided in my Criminal 

Complaint, and twice provided in the Federal Question Complaint for this case set every one 

free to seek GOD without burdens of zakat taxes of any kind by any name, membership rosters, 

(2)  I also think in this day and age that the impeachment of any member of the 3 Branches should be turned over to the people! 
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professions of faith, or confessions of sin, everything is left up to GOD, as HE said, “You shall 

have no other GOD’S before or besides ME!”  

4.5.3.2. See South Carolina v. United States, 199 U.S. 437 (1905). 

4.5.3.2.1. We have in this republic a dual system of government -- national and state -- each 

operating within the same territory and upon the same persons, and yet working without 

collision because their functions are different. 

4.5.3.2.1.1. I argue that in my case both the national and state governments are obligated to 

uphold and protect our Constitution, and neither can violate the Establishment Clause or the 

Free Exercise Clause of which both are integral to my case.  And that my protections granted 

under these two Clauses override the ACA, and the portions of the Social Security Act that apply 

to my case and thus I should be granted all of the Relief I seek in my case. 

4.5.3.2.2. To preserve the even balance between these two governments and hold each in its 

separate sphere is the peculiar duty of all courts -- preeminently of this -- a duty oftentimes of 

great delicacy and difficulty. 

4.5.3.2.2.1. I argue that I have made my case in my preceding case documents, and this Exhibit, 

and I will conclude my case with other documents, and I’m not the one causing the difficulty.   

It’s the Congresspersons that voted for the ACA with internal linkage to the Social Security Act, 

and the President that signed it that are the ones causing the difficulties for the Judiciary.  Even 

more so in the fact that they abdicated their duties to the Judiciary with their failure to read 

even 1.5 pages of the ACA’s Religious Exemption Section and consider the limitations and 

burdens it placed on the citizens of the United States under the protection of our Constitution 

and it’s included Bill of Rights. 

4.5.3.2.3. Two propositions in our constitutional jurisprudence are no longer debatable. One is 

that the national government is one of enumerated powers, and the other that a power 

enumerated and delegated by the Constitution to Congress is comprehensive and complete, 

without other limitations than those found in the Constitution itself. 

4.5.3.2.3.1. I argue that, “without other limitations than those found” should also have 

included, and does include our Roots, our Declaration of Independence! 

4.5.3.2.3.2. I argue that my case is of the specific limiting kind in accord with the last part of the 

above, “without other limitations than those found in the Constitution itself” and as I have 

encompassed it, for our Republic Oak Tree Structure in my case provides for those other 

limitations as argued and as included in the Establishment Clause and the Free Exercise Clause 

of the First Amendment, and nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments 

inflicted of the Eighth Amendment, and privacy and autonomy of the Fourteenth Amendment.  
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Thus the fines and payments I have made along with the rate of return of the DOW are lawful 

Compensatory Damages for my case. 

4.5.3.2.4. The Constitution is a written instrument. As such, its meaning does not alter. That 

which it meant when adopted, it means now. 

4.5.3.2.4.1. I argue, that the Congresspersons that voted for the ACA, and the President who 

signed it have failed in their Ministerial Duties to uphold and protect that written instrument of 

our Constitution for me and other citizens in at least five parts for they: 

4.5.3.2.4.1.1. Respect an Establishments of Religion “islamic zakat” & “Old Order Amish” 

4.5.3.2.4.1.2. Prohibit the Free Exercise thereof “with specific structured tenets of religion”; 

4.5.3.2.4.1.3. Ignore petitions to them for redress of grievances “ignored my petitions”; 

4.5.3.2.4.1.4. Impose excessive fines, “fines are imposed for not meeting the religious 

exemption requirements”; and 

4.5.3.2.4.1.5. Inflict cruel and unusual punishments by “taking away Social Security benefits if 

exemption for religious practice is granted”, without due process. 

4.5.3.2.4.1.6. Therefore, I was left with nowhere to turn, but the Judiciary. 

4.5.3.2.4.1.7. I further argue, that makes the party that was in control at the time of the passing 

and signing of the ACA, the Democrat Party, a tyrannical beast that seeks to place the free 

citizens of the United States of America back into bondage under their power, as we were in 

bondage to England before the revolution of 1776, and thus complete the life cycle of our Oak 

Tree Republic.  The Judiciary can protect our Republic Oak Tree, and avoid the need requiring 

the people to sprout a new acorn. 

4.5.3.2.4.2. It is not only the same in words, but the same in meaning, and delegates the same 

powers to the government, and reserves and secures the same rights and privileges to the 

citizen, and, as long as it continues to exist in its present form, it speaks not only in the same 

words, but with the same meaning and intent with which it spoke when it came from the hands 

of its framers, and was voted on and adopted by the people of the United States. 

4.5.3.2.4.2.1. I argue, that the words of the First Amendment are so fundamental and critical to 

our survival as a Republic that only on the very extraordinary limiting case of something 

threating the citizens of our United States and the Republic for which it stands can those 

freedoms be challenged: I.E. the threat from Fundamental Islamic Sunni Sharia Code, and its 

Code Warriors, Warriors being more definitive than Fighters. 

4.5.3.2.4.2.1.1. I argue, for example, the Islamic form of government founded, supported, and 

strengthened by the Islamic Religion “The Islamic Republic of Iran” and “Saudi Arabia” does not 
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allow for the citizen’s to have the freedoms of our Republic Oak Tree Structure, and thus islam 

must be looked at and treated as much more than just another religion, but as a repressive and 

dictatorial form of governing, and that that governing is carried out by the sward! 

4.5.3.2.4.2.1.2. I further argue, that when you read and consider the tenets of my beliefs and 

practices it is the freest religion of all for it leaves everything up to GOD and the individual, and 

that’s why it is so spiritual! (3) See the conversation between the women at the well and GOD!!!! 

4.5.3.2.4.2.2. I further argue, that the actions of the Congresspersons that voted for the ACA, 

the President who signed it, and the members of the Administration and Judiciary who are 

protecting and enforcing it are a greater threat to our Republic by magnitudes than my spiritual 

beliefs and practices, for I don’t tax anyone for Gathering Center Discipleship, and I should not 

be taxed for Seeking to Gather with GOD, the CHRIST, in my Discipleship! 

4.5.3.2.4.2.3. I also argue, as stated here and in the Declaration of Independence that our 

Republic is a government of the people, by the people, for the people and we must return to 

that to survive. 

4.5.3.2.4.3. It must also be remembered that the framers of the Constitution were not mere 

visionaries, toying with speculations or theories, but practical men, dealing with the facts of 

political life as they understood them, putting into form the government they were creating 

and prescribing, in language clear and intelligible, the powers that government was to take.  

President obama, when he was a senator expressed with great audacity, opposition to this. 

4.5.3.2.4.3.1. I argue, that when Congresspersons, and/or Presidents fail to read the bills they 

pass and sign that violate our Constitution and our laws they are “toying with speculations or 

theories” and they have also failed to read and understand their oaths; our Declaration of 

Independence, our Constitution; our Bill of Rights; and our Laws: shame on them, make them 

pay! 

4.5.3.2.4.3.1.1. I wrote something down a long time ago, “reading and repeating is talking – 

reading and understanding is knowledge”. 

4.5.3.2.4.3.1.1. I argue, that it appears that our current Federal Government, both the 

Democrats and the Republicans, do more talking without reading, meaning they are completely 

lacking in knowledge about our Republic and have put our Republic on the edge of destruction. 

4.5.3.2.4.4. Mr. Chief Justice Marshall, in Gibbons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1, 22 U. S. 188, well 

declared:  "As men whose intentions require no concealment generally employ the words 

which most directly and aptly express the ideas they intend to convey, the enlightened patriots 

who framed our Constitution, and the people who adopted it, must be understood to have 

employed words in their natural sense, and to have intended what they have said." 

(4)  See 3RD MOP Section 6. 
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4.5.3.2.4.4.1. I argue, that there is no greater concealment than to pass and sign a bill to find 

out what’s in it.  Oh, how much harder it is to correct the wrongs that have been done, than to 

write it right in the first place?  Magnitudes!  Because of the egregious dereliction of Ministerial 

Duties of the Congresspersons that voted for the ACA, and the President that signed it, it must 

be declared unconstitutional and along with it the Social Security Act, and these people must be 

held Punitively and Exemplary accountable for Damages to me, and to US2! 

4.5.3.2.4.4.2. I argue, Chief Justice Robert’s arguments in supporting the ACA in No. 14–114, 

DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015 supports my 

argument here:  “The Affordable Care Act contains more than a few examples of inartful 

drafting. … Congress wrote key parts of the Act behind closed doors, rather than through “the 

traditional legislative process. … And Congress passed much of the Act using a complicated 

budgetary procedure known as “reconciliation,” which limited opportunities for debate and 

amendment, and bypassed the Senate’s normal 60-vote filibuster requirement.” 

4.5.3.2.4.4.2.1. He goes onto say, “Some Reflections on the Reading of Statutes, 47 Colum. 

L.Rev. 527, 545 (1947) (describing a cartoon “in which a senator tells his colleagues ‘I admit this 

new bill is too complicated to understand. We’ll just have to pass it to find out what it 

means.’”).” 

4.5.3.2.4.4.2.1.1. What did Nancy Pelosi say?  “But we have to pass the bill so that you can find 

out what is in it away from the fog of controversy.” 

4.5.3.2.4.4.2.1.2. I argue, this is just more support for my arguments, supra, of the Judiciary 

supporting the Legislative, and Executive Branches. 

4.5.3.2.4.4.2.1.3. I argue, that this appears like Chief Justice Roberts is giving Nancy the old 

wink-wink-winkerry to indicate that he knew where she was coming from, and that he was 

supporting the abdicating of the Legislative power to his Judiciary, that has way more 

intellectual capability and is equipped to interpret and direct such legislation over Congress, 

even though it is in violation of our Constitutional Separation of Powers.  See Exhibit 24 My 

comments inserted to the SCOTUS decision in No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. 

SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015. 

4.5.3.2.5. By the first clause of section 8 of Article I of the Constitution, Congress is given the 

“power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and provide for 

the common defense and general welfare of the United States; but all duties, imposts, and 

excises shall be uniform throughout the United States.” 

4.5.3.2.5.1. By this clause, the grant is limited in two ways: the revenue must be collected for 

public purposes, and all duties, imposts, and excises must be uniform throughout the United 

States. 
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4.5.3.2.5.1. And therein SCOTUS supports my Tree Structure of US.S.LAW, “collected for public 

purposes”, individual healthcare, retirement, et al are not public, they are private, and those 

responsible owners of the ACA are more heinous and egregious in their actions because they 

want individual to even renounce “private insurance”, which means I can’t even take care of 

myself if I become sick without becoming a criminal, and you can bet the long arm of the chimp 

in chief, the IRS would come after me with full force of all its power and the power of its friends 

in the DOJ and FBI!  Just look at how the DOJ is attacking the little community of Bensalem 

Township, PA, See Exhibit 27, yet the DOJ and FBI wouldn’t help me! 

4.5.3.2.5.2. I argue, that the ACA applying penalties to me because I’m not allowed to develop 

and practice my own religious beliefs becomes more than a tax, it becomes a penalty without 

trial and induces Article V of the Amendments to our Constitution “No person shall … be 

deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be 

taken for public use, without just compensation.” 

4.5.3.2.5.2.1. I argue, that I have already shown that I, and other citizens are being deprived of 

our religious freedoms and that the ACA penalties, and Social Security Benefits are our 

property, thus the ACA, and the Social Security Act are depriving me, and other citizens of 

liberty and property related to our religious beliefs and practices and pursuit of happiness, and 

that our liberty, property, and pursuit of happiness should be returned to us.  For me it is with 

just compensation including the full Compensatory Damages requested in my complaint, and 

additionally the Irreparable Injury and Punitive and Exemplary Damages from those who 

inflicted the injury by violating my Constitutional Rights that I argue can now be adjudicated in 

this case without the need for separate legal action. 

4.5.3.2.5.2.1.1. Liberty:  Freedom; exemption from extraneous control. The power of the will, in 

its moral freedom, to follow the dictates of its unrestricted choice, and to direct the external 

acts of the individual without restraint, coercion, or control from other persons. See Booth v. 

Illinois, 1S4 U. S. 425, 22 Sup. Ct. 425, 46 L. Ed. 623 ; Munn v. Illinois, 94 U. S. 142. 24 L. Ed. 77; 

People v. Warden of City Prison. 157 N. Y. 116, 51 N. E. 1006. 43 L. R. A. 264, 68 Am. St. Rep. 7i.  

Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is LIBERTY? definition of LIBERTY (Black's Law Dictionary) 

4.5.3.2.6. Article V of the amendments provides that no one shall be deprived of "life, liberty, or 

property without due process of law." 

4.5.3.2.6.1. Even this case makes the argument for me.  I further argue that as per the present 

language and definitions of the Social Security Act my old age and health contributions are 

property and are due me as Compensatory Damages on exemption from the ACA, and 

secondarily the Social Security Act at an earned interest equal to the DOW as presented in my 

complaint.  The property right of contributions is further argued by the statements of the 

presidents at the time of the passing of the Social Security Act and the 1967 amendments: 
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4.5.3.2.6.1.1. FDR: “President Roosevelt strenuously objected to any attempt to introduce 

general revenue funding into the program. His famous quote on the importance of the payroll 

taxes was: "We put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, 

moral, and political right to collect their pensions and unemployment benefits. With those 

taxes in there, no damn politician can ever scrap my social security program."” 2 2.  Schlesinger, 

Arthur M., Jr., The Age of Roosevelt: The Coming of the New Deal, Houghton Mifflin, 1988 

American Heritage Library edition. Pgs. 308-309.  Citation:  

https://www.ssa.gov/history/court.html. 

4.5.3.2.6.1.2. LBJ: When President Johnson approved the law he stated: "Because of social 

security, tens of millions of Americans have been able to stand straighter and taller unafraid of 

their future ... Measured in dollars of insurance benefits, the bill enacted into law today is the 

greatest stride forward since social security was launched in 1935."  Citaation:  Social Security 

Amendments of 1967: Summary and Legislative History by * Mr. Cohen is Under Secretary of 

Health, Education, and Welfare, and Mr. Ball is the Commissioner of Social Security.  BULLETIN, 

FEBRUARY WITH THE SIGNING on January 2, 1968, of H.R. 12OS0, the Social Security 

Amendments of 1967 became law.  https://www.ssa.gov/history/ssa/lbjleg1.html. 

4.5.3.2.6.1.3. I ask, do I need to fear my future in the U. S. because of my religious beliefs? 

4.5.3.2.7. It will be seen that the only qualifications of the absolute, untrammeled power to lay 

and collect excises are that they shall be for public purposes, and that they shall be uniform 

throughout the United States. 

4.5.3.2.7.1. I argue, there is no uniformity in the ACA or the Social Security Act because there is 

excessive entanglement of the three branches of federal government in the separation of 

powers; general purse and specific purse with regards to taxes; and who is exempt and who is 

not exempt in condition of life, health, welfare, liberty, and happiness and thus both should be 

declared unconstitutional. 

4.5.3.2.8. "This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be made in 

pursuance thereof, and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the 

United States, shall be the supreme law of the land, and the judges in every state shall be 

bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of any state to the contrary 

notwithstanding." 

4.5.3.2.8.1. In other words, the two governments -- national and state -- are each to exercise 

their powers so as not to interfere with the free and full exercise by the other of its powers. 

4.5.3.2.8.2. I argue, that the First Amendment is part of the Supreme Law of the Land and this 

Judiciary should protect my rights to the freedom of religious beliefs and practices. 

https://www.ssa.gov/history/ssa/lbjleg1.html
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4.5.3.2.9. In both cases, the exemption rests upon necessary implication, and is upheld by the 

great law of self-preservation, as any government whose means employed in conducting its 

operations, if subject to the control of another and distinct government, can exist only at the 

mercy of that government. 

4.5.3.2.9.1. I argue that our Founding Fathers created a free and prosperous Republic; that they 

limited the powers of the branches of government for the protection of the freedoms of the 

citizens; and that this is what my case is all about: protecting those freedoms necessary for a 

free and prosperous Republic as established in the Declaration of Independence and our 

Constitution, and our Bill of Rights and thus all the Relief I seek in my Case should be granted. 

4.5.3.2.10. and equally true that the police power is, in its fullest and broadest sense, reserved 

to the states; that the mode of exercising that power is left to their discretion, and is not 

subject to national supervision. 

4.5.3.2.10.1. This does not seem to be the position of the current president and his executive 

puppets.  I add as long as the police power doesn’t infringe on the Constitutional Rights of the 

free citizens of our Republic.  However, citizens need to show the police an expanded level of 

curtesy and respect before, when, and after being stopped so that the police suspicions and 

concerns are minimized: for example place your hands on top of the steering wheel or dash 

with palms up remaining still and wait for communication from the officer, your head works if a 

steering wheel or dash is not available, and then advise the officer of any potential concerns 

and issues the officer may have with you or what’s in the car or on you: if you can’t do this you 

are a suspect with unlawful intent and things escalate very quickly!  It is first the citizen’s 

responsibility to avoid escalation so as not to force the police into an action of force.  

4.5.3.2.11. If it be said that the states can be trusted not to resort to any such extreme 

measures because of the resulting interference with the efficiency of the national government, 

we may turn to the opinion of Mr. Chief Justice Marshall in M'Culloch v. Maryland, supra, p. 17 

U. S. 431, for a complete answer: "But is this a case of confidence? Would the people of any 

one state trust those of another with a power to control the most insignificant operations of 

their state government? We know they would not. Why, then, should we suppose that the 

people of any one state should be willing to trust those of another with the power to control 

the operations of a government to which they have confided their most important and most 

valuable interests? In the legislature of the Union alone are all represented. The legislature of 

the Union alone, therefore, can be trusted by the people with the power of controlling 

measures which concern all, in the confidence that it will not be abused." 

4.5.3.2.11.1. I argue, that the following statement from a Chief Justice in 1819 that “The 

legislature of the Union alone, therefore, can be trusted by the people with the power of 

controlling measures which concern all, in the confidence that it will not be abused.” no longer 
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is valid in just considering the abuses of our Constitution present in my case, let alone all the 

other cases that are by reference part of my case, and it is the responsibility of this Judiciary to 

bring an end to those abuses and restore the faith and confidence of the people that at least 

the Judicial Branch of our Federal Government can be trusted. 

4.5.3.2.12. Whatever Utopian theories may have been presented by any writers were regarded 

as mere creations of fancy, and had no practical recognition. 

4.5.3.2.12.1. Utopian:  “The word was coined by Sir Thomas More from the Greek language for 

his 1516 book Utopia (in Latin), describing a fictional island society in the Atlantic Ocean. The 

term has been used to describe both intentional communities that attempt to create ideal 

societies, and the imagined societies portrayed in fiction.  However, in standard usage, the 

word's meaning has narrowed and now usually describes a non-existent society that is intended 

to be viewed as considerably better than contemporary society.” 

4.5.3.2.12.2. I argue, that the ACA and to a lesser extent the Social Security Act seek a Utopian 

Society for our United States, hidden in the guise of islamic sharia economic code, See Exhibit 

26, noting with emphasis that utopian describes a non-existent society, and if the Acts are 

allowed to flourish in our United States it will make US2 (the free citizens and the United States) 

non-existent, therefore all of the Relief that I seek in my case should be granted, not only for 

me, but for my fellow Free citizens and for our Free United States to restore hope and trust for 

me, and us in our Federal Government. 

4.5.3.2.13. The opposition to the Constitution came not from any apprehension of danger from 

the extent of power reserved to the states, but, on the other hand, entirely through fear of 

what might result from the exercise of the powers granted to the central government. 

4.5.3.2.13.1. I argue, that the entire federal government’s exercise of excessive powers  in 

writing, signing, and ruling on the ACA, and the Social Security Act are exactly what President 

Franklin Pierce feared when he said, “If the time shall ever arrive when, for an object appealing, 

however strongly, to our sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to the dictation of 

Congress by conforming their legislation thereto, when the power and majesty and honor of 

those who created shall become subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but feebly utter my 

apprehensions when I express my firm conviction that we shall see 'the beginning of the end.'” 

4.5.3.2.13.2. I argue, that this Judiciary with the faithful exercise of its Real and True Power 

granted to it by We the People and our Constitution can bring a stop to the federal government 

putting me, and the other free citizens of the United States back into bondage and bringing an 

end to our Republic. 
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4.5.3.2.14. While many believed that the liberty of the people depended on the preservation of 

the rights of the states, they had no thought that those states would extend their functions 

beyond their then recognized scope, or so as to imperil the life of the nation. 

4.5.3.2.14.1. I argue, that North Dakota Senator Heidi Heitkamp when voting for the Iran deal 

acted for her party, and her president’s in party, the Demo-rats, instead of for her state and the 

people of it that were in majority against the Iran Deal. 

4.5.3.2.14.2. I argue, that the only way this can happen is if they ignored the past stare decisis 

and thought themselves above the law: “Absolute Immunity” maybe the premise stirring in 

their grey matter that has allowed for this thought to become reality in the ACA, and Social 

Security Act?  “Discretionary Duties” vs “Ministerial Duties” as related to “Absolute Immunity” 

will is argued in another Section supported by Exhibit 19. 

4.5.3.2.15. As well said by Chief Justice Nott, delivering the opinion of the Court of Claims in this 

case (39 Ct.Cl. 284): 

4.5.3.2.15.1. The public suspicion associated government with patents of nobility, with an 

established church, with standing armies, and distrusted all governments. 

4.5.3.2.15.1.1. I argue, that the 1965 changes to the Social Security Act, and the religious 

exemption of the same making in the ACA established a church for at least Federal Law in 

regards to participation and exemption and violates our Constitution as presented in my 

complaint and in my arguments in support of my case and thus how can I, how can any of us 

that want to be free ever trust the current status quo?  And even more so because the ACA has 

now institutionalized fundamental islamic sunni sharia socio-economic code into our Republic 

Laws with the zakat tax for shared responsibility, and in this code, the military can enforce the 

taxation.  See Exhibit 26. 

4.5.3.2.15.2. Certain it is that, if the possibility of a government usurping the ordinary business 

of individuals, driving them out of the market, and maintaining place and power by means of 

what would have been called, in the heated invective of the time, 'a legion of mercenaries,' had 

been in the public mind, the Constitution would not have been adopted, or an inhibition of such 

power would have been placed among Madison's amendments. 

4.5.3.2.15.2.1. I argue, that the federal government, through the ACA and the Social Security 

Act, by defining the strict requirements for religious exemption qualification, a matter of fact by 

defining any requirements not already defined for religious practice, are usurping the powers 

given to me and other citizens in the our Constitution for the free exercise of religion. 

4.5.3.2.15.2.2. I further argue, that our Constitution stands today, not because of the Federal 

Government, and not because of the State Governments, but because of We the People, and 

this Judiciary needs to protect me, and the other citizens of America and the Republic for which 
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it Stands, and force this Federal Government to stand down from overreaching its powers by 

declaring the ACA and the Social Security act unconstitutional and awarding me all the Relief 

that I seek in my Case. 

4.5.3.2.15.2.2.1. If the Judiciary cannot do this, then the Judiciary has capitulated to the legion 

of mercenaries, the liberal-socialist-islamic-communist demo-rats and their king imam obama 

and their queen liar witch hillary clinton that seek the destruction of our Constitution and our 

Republic and to rule over us with Absolute Despotism. 

4.5.3.2.16. If we look upon the Constitution in the light of the common law, we are led to the 

same conclusion. All the avenues of trade were open to the individual. The government did not 

attempt to exclude him from any. Whatever restraints were put upon him were mere police 

regulations to control his conduct in the (Page 199 U. S. 458) business, and not to exclude him 

therefrom. 

4.5.3.2.16.1. I argue, that “regulations [are] to control … conduct … not to exclude him 

therefrom” and that I’m being excluded from my Free Exercise of religious beliefs by the 

excessive entanglement of the ACA and the Social Security Act with religion, and I am having 

excessive penalties placed upon me by the ACA for not participating and with the loss of Social 

Security if granted an exemption, through those that voted for it, and the President that signed 

it.  Yet, I have committed to crime!  The threat of taking away of something that exists in the 

present if I seek to exercise a Legal Liberty is coercion, and against the law: “Title 18, U.S.C., 

Section 241; Conspiracy Against Rights: This statute makes it unlawful for two or more persons 

to conspire to injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any person of any state, territory or 

district in the free exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to him/her by the 

Constitution or the laws of the United States, (or because of his/her having exercised the 

same).”  The democrats are criminals, and all those who support them with their voting are 

coconspirators.  They must be held to account for their crimes, at least those in the Most High 

levels with the Most High Power, and the First and Second Level Puppets in the Executive 

Departments. 

4.5.3.2.17. The government was no competitor, nor did it assume to carry on any business 

which ordinarily is carried on by individuals. Indeed, every attempt at monopoly was odious in 

the eyes of the common law, and it mattered not how that monopoly arose, whether from 

grant of the sovereign or otherwise. The framers of the Constitution were not anticipating that 

a state would attempt to monopolize any business heretofore carried on by individuals. 

4.5.3.2.17.1. I argue, that the framers of the Constitution were anticipating that the Federal 

Government might attempt to monopolize the business of the citizens and thus provided the 

first 10 Amendments to the Constitution as the Bill of Rights for we the citizens of our United 

States, with emphasis on “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
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nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”  I 

seek to reserve my right to Freedom of Exercise of my religious beliefs and practices. 

4.5.3.2.17.1.1. I argue, that this Judiciary needs to remind the Legislative, and Executive 

Branches of the Federal Government, in no uncertain terms, that the Legislative, and Executive 

Branches of the Federal Government have limited powers, and that the best way for the 

Judiciary to do this is to award all the Relief that I seek in my case. 

4.5.3.2.18. Further, it may be noticed that the tax is not imposed on any property belonging to 

the state, but is a charge on a business before any profits are realized therefrom. 

4.5.3.2.18.1. I argue, that in my case the ACA taxes, SCOTUS has ruled that the zakat payment is 

a tax, my religious beliefs and practice without any basis of associated income, and then 

excessively penalizes me when I attempt to exercise those beliefs? 

4.5.3.2.18.1.1. I have lost all confidence in a federal government that makes promises to me, 

and other citizens for Liberty of religion, and some future benefit of some program when the 

federal government itself has spent 20 trillion dollars beyond tax revenue: is this just the 

intentional building of a financial collapse to force an enslavement tax of reconciliation upon 

US2?  That word “reconciliation” sounds familiar, oh that’s right, that’s one of the processes 

Congress used to pass the ACA in the first place, but I can’t find “reconciliation” in our 

Constitution as one of the methods for Amending our Constitution. 

4.5.3.2.18.1.1.1. They are taxes upon my, and others religious beliefs and practices! 

4.5.3.2.18.1.1.2. The ACA and the Social Security Act are not equally applied to all citizens, and 

provide select groups with exclusion because of specific religious tenets and thus they are 

Unconstitutional Taxes, and thus the taxes must be returned as Compensatory Damages and 

the two Acts declared unconstitutional. 

4.5.3.2.19. So here, the charge is not upon the property of the state, but upon the means by 

which that property is acquired, and before it is acquired. 

4.5.3.2.19.1. I argue, that the government taxes benefits of Social Security under certain 

circumstances and thus it is not equal across all citizens.  As it was a law to protect the old aged, 

and then it turns around and taxes the old aged for seeking to go beyond the age limits of their 

benefits it becomes an Act of discrimination on the energized and healthier American citizen 

and acts to subdue the growth of our society and the general welfare of that society as a whole, 

which means it in and of itself acts to defeat its original purpose, and should be for that reason 

alone declared unconstitutional, but I continue this argument for a basis of Compensatory 

Damages: 
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4.5.3.2.19.1.1. Therefore, for benefits to be taxable, it must be considered property today, and 

thus as property, the ACA’s threat of taking that property away in from me because of my 

religious beliefs and practices is unconstitutional, and my property should be returned to me as 

Compensatory Damages at the DOW rate of return as detailed in my Complaint.  Furthermore, 

because this should have been clear to all those in the Positions of Most High Power they need 

to be held accountable for their actions. 

4.5.3.2.20. Mr. Justice White, with whom concur Mr. Justice Peckham and Mr. Justice Mckenna, 

dissenting: 

4.5.3.2.20.1. So far-reaching (Page 199 U. S. 465) is that authority that a state may direct the 

destruction of liquor held contrary to law without paying the value thereof, and without 

thereby violating the constitutional safeguards as to the taking of property. 

4.5.3.2.20.1.1. In the above case the person transported liquor from one state to another to 

avoid paying taxes on it, the liquor, property, was confiscated and destroyed without 

compensation.  I certify, that my religious beliefs and practices are not for the purpose of 

avoiding taxes and that the Federal Government taking away my Social Security because of my 

religious beliefs and practices, is equivalent to the destruction of the present value of my 

personal property that I have invested in the Social Security Act, and that I should receive a 

Religious Exemption from the Acts and Compensatory Damages as detailed in my Complaint. 

4.5.4. I do not, of course, doubt the power of the state to select and utilize a depository for the 

safekeeping of its funds; but it is quite another thing to agree with the selected depository that 

the funds shall be withdrawn for certain stipulated purposes, and for no other. 

4.5.4.1. I argue, that if the Government has stipulated that the funds are to be used for a given 

purpose, then they cannot be considered to be just a portion of the general purse, but must be 

considered a specific pocket within the general purse, and thus being a specific pocket within 

the general purse, they must be considered as specific debt, supra, with specific intent for the 

stated purpose as it is with my case and seeking Compensatory Damages with the imposed ACA 

islamic zakat tax and penalty of loss of Social Security Benefits because of my religious beliefs 

and practices. 

4.5.5. But this is not the situation with which we are called upon to deal in the present case. For 

here, the state must deposit the proceeds of its taxation in the federal treasury, upon terms 

which make the deposit suspiciously like a forced loan to be repaid only in accordance with 

restrictions imposed by federal law. 

4.5.5.1. I argue, that Social Security Act sections for my case is the exact same thing, expect it is 

by person and employer, not state, and the repayment is very restrictive, thus it is not for my 
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protection, but for control over me, as in one link of the chain of Absolute Despotism, and the 

ACA is the shackles of capture.  

4.5.6. The foregoing, taken in connection with the provisions that money withdrawn can be 

used only in payment of compensation and that it must be paid through an agency approved by 

the federal board, leaves it, to say the least, highly uncertain whether the right of the state to 

withdraw any part of its own funds exists, under the act otherwise than upon these various 

statutory conditions. 

4.5.6. 1. As this is from a dissenting opinion, then I argue further that the ACA and secondarily 

the Social Security Act where it applies to my case have very restrictive statutory conditions as 

to religious exemptions and taxation and thus they do not apply to the general welfare of the 

United States, but to the welfare of those who choose to participate in them, and they are very 

penalizing and destructive to the welfare of those who choose not to participate in them in 

violation of the First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments, therefore this 

Judiciary should award me the Compensatory Damages that I seek and all the other Relief. 

4.5.7. In Farrington v. Tennessee, 95 U. S. 679, 95 U. S. 685, this court said, "Yet every State has 

a sphere of action where the authority of the national government may not intrude." 

4.5.7.1. I argue, that in the above, that “State” can be replaced with “citizen” for application to 

my case, and the authority of the federal government may not intrude into the protection of 

my sphere of action of my religious beliefs and practices as protected by the First, Fourth, Fifth, 

Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments, and thus I should receive all the Relief I seek. 

4.5.8. "The powers exclusively given to the federal government," it was said in Worcester v. 

Georgia, 6 Pet. 515, 31 U. S. 570, "are limitations upon the state authorities. But, (Page 301 U. 

S. 615) with the exception of these limitations, the states are supreme, and their sovereignty 

can be no more invaded by the action of the general government than the action of the state 

governments can arrest or obstruct the course of the national power." 

4.5.8.1. I argue, that in the above that “State” can be replaced with “citizen” for application to 

my case and I am supreme over the federal and state governments when it comes to defining 

my religious beliefs and practices and that neither the federal government or state government 

can invaded on my religious beliefs and practices, and because both the ACA and Social Security 

Act do invade on my religious beliefs and practices I should receive the Compensatory Damages 

I seek in my complaint, along with all the other Relief I seek. 

4.5.9. "The determination of the Framers Convention and the ratifying conventions to preserve 

complete and unimpaired state self-government in all matters not committed to the general 

government is one of the plainest facts which emerge from the history of their deliberations. 

And adherence to that determination is incumbent equally upon the federal government and 
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the states. State powers can neither be appropriated, on the one hand, nor abdicated, on the 

other." 

4.5.9.1. I argue that in the above that “State” can be replaced with “citizen” for application to 

my case, however in my case it is more incumbent on the federal government to protect my 

Liberties under the Constitution in the making of the laws, because I cannot make my own laws 

under our Constitution.  Though obama believes that each of us should, “pursue our own 

absolute truths …” conjunctive “our own absolute laws …”. 

4.5.9.2. I further argue that Congress, and the President cannot abdicate their Ministerial Duties 

of protecting our Constitution, or the making of laws, or administering those laws solely to the 

Judiciary.  As they have done with the ACA as professed by the head of the House of 

Representatives at the time of the Passing of the ACA, Nancy Pelosi, and as accepted by Chief 

Justice Roberts winkerry as argued supra. 

4.5.9.3. I also argue, that because the Congresspersons that voted for the ACA, and the 

President who signed the ACA failed in their Ministerial Duties they abdicated their powers to 

the Judiciary and thus the ACA and secondarily the portions of the Social Security Act that are in 

play in my case should be declared unconstitutional, or at least I should be granted exemption 

from them. 

4.5.10. But, as we said in the Carter case, supra, p. 298 U. S. 291 -- "nothing is more certain than 

that beneficent aims, however great or well directed, can never serve in lieu of constitutional 

power." 

4.5.10.1. I argue, that the beneficent aims of the ACA is more in line with the zakat and sharia 

economic code than our Constitution and has no place in the Republic of our United States of 

America and relates back to President Pierce’s 1854 statement, “If the time shall ever arrive 

when, for an object appealing, however strongly, to our sympathies, the dignity of the States 

shall bow to the dictation of Congress by conforming their legislation thereto, when the power 

and majesty and honor of those who created shall become subordinate to the thing of their 

creation, I but feebly utter my apprehensions when I express my firm conviction that we shall 

see 'the beginning of the end.'” 

4.5.10.1.1. I further argue, that’s why we are a Free and Independent Republic of the United 

States of America and have unalienable rights granted to us by our Constitution with the first 

being Freedom of Religion and protection from the government establishing a religion or 

imposing on a citizens religion, and Iran is the “Islamic Republic of Iran” under sharia law “The 

1979 revolution erased six decades of modernization of Iran’s judicial system. The theocrats 

moved swiftly to overhaul the legal system to incorporate Islamic Sharia law.”  Citation:  United 

States Institute of Peace; The Iran Primer; http://iranprimer.usip.org/resource/islamic-judiciary. 
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4.5.11. If we are to survive as the United States, the balance between the powers of the nation 

and those of the states must be maintained. There is grave danger in permitting it to dip in 

either direction, danger -- if there were no other -- in the precedent thereby set for further 

departures from the equipoise [balance of forces or interests]. The threat implicit in the present 

encroachment upon the administrative functions of the states is that greater encroachments, 

and encroachments upon other functions, will follow. 

4.5.11.1. I argue, that those encroachments have followed and even penetrate deeper with the 

ACA and its excessive entanglement with the specific religion of islam in violation of the 

Establishment Clause and its additional attack on the Free Exercise Clause by imposing specific 

tenets of religion on me, and other citizens of our United States of America, and the Republic 

for which we Stand.  

4.5.11.1.1. I further argue, that it is this Judiciary’s responsibility to right our Republic and 

declare both the ACA and the Social Security Act unconstitutional and award me all the Relief 

that I seek in my Case. 

4.6. Mr. Justice Van Devanter joined in the opinion of Mr. Justice Sutherland dissenting. 

4.7. Mr. Justice Butler added a dissenting opinion. 

4.7.1. "The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it 

to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people." 

4.7.1.1. I argue, that the First Amendment to our Constitution clearly forbids the government, 

Federal or State, from having any power over the people and the exercise of religious beliefs, 

“The Free Exercise Clause”, and for showing preference for one religion’s tenets over another, 

“The Establishment Clause”, when those beliefs and tenets do not intrude upon the rights of 

other “American Citizens”, with emphasis: my beliefs and practices do not! 

4.7.1.1.1. One may argue about my use of “‘American Citizens’, with emphasis” or even just 

“American Citizens”, but if sojourners and foreigners have not taken our “Oath of Citizenship” 

we cannot have one iota of confidence that they will protect our Constitution.  A historical 

study dating back 6000 years into “sojourner” vs “foreigner” would be of value.  I will only make 

a very quick summery of it here: “sojourner” a person who seeks to be like those they live 

amongst, and “foreigner” a person who lives amongst those they do not seek to be like, and 

furthermore seeks to change those they live amongst to be like them.  Obama is a foreigner! 

4.7.2. The Constitution grants to the United States no power to pay unemployed persons or to 

require the States to enact laws or to raise or disburse money for that purpose. 

4.7.2.1. The provisions in question, if not amounting to coercion in a legal sense, are manifestly 

designed and intended directly to affect state action in the respects specified. 
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4.7.2.1.1. I argue, that in the above that “State” can be replaced with “citizen” for application to 

my case and, if not amounting to coercion in a legal sense, are manifestly designed and 

intended to intimidate and to directly affect my Free Exercise of my religious beliefs and 

practices, and thus are unconstitutional on several levels and should be declared as such. 

4.7.2.2. And, if valid as so employed, this "tax and credit" device may be made effective to 

enable federal authorities to induce, if not indeed to compel, state enactments for any purpose 

within the realm of state power, and generally to control state administration of state laws. 

4.7.2.2.1. I argue, that in the above that “State” can be replaced with “citizen” for application to 

my case and the federal government is trying to compel me to give up my Free Exercise of my 

religious beliefs and practices or pay an islamic tax, and thus the ACA and the Social Security Act 

are unconstitutional on several levels and should be declared as such as I have argued supra 

and will continue to argue. 

4.7.2.2.2. I further argue, that the above paragraph explains exactly what the DOJ is trying to do 

to NC with Gender Identity and Federal Funding, when NC is not denying anyone the right to 

use public facilities, NC is only saying that what you have under the hood, so to speak, belongs 

in the correct public garage for draining fluids and dumping solids, until such a time that the 

issue can be better understood and laws codified with that understanding.  PS. The 1964 Act 

does not have the word sex or gender in it. 

5.  Helvering vs. Davis (1937):   

5.1. “This suit is brought by a shareholder of the Edison Electric Illuminating Company of 

Boston, a Massachusetts corporation, to restrain the corporation from making the payments 

and deductions called for by the act, which is stated to be void under the Constitution of the 

United States.” 

5.1.1. The Supreme Court voted 7 to 2 to save the Social Security Act in this case.  How is this 

case different from mine, and how does it apply?  This is one of the primary cases in claiming 

that the Social Security Act benefits aren’t property so I have reviewed it also and made 

arguments for the particulars of my case that for me the benefits are property.   

5.1.1.1. I argue, that my case is substantially different in that in this case “This suit is brought by 

a shareholder of the Edison Electric Illuminating Company of Boston, a Massachusetts 

corporation, to restrain the corporation from making the payments and deductions called for 

by the act, which is stated to be void under the Constitution of the United States.” so Davis 

sought to stop the taxation to protect his assets in the Edison Electric Illuminating Company, in 

my case I seek recovery of my assets in Compensatory Damages of the penalties and taxes I’ve 

paid at a reasonable rate of interest of 9.5% because the government seeks to strip the benefits 

of the Social Security Act from me because of my Free and Legal religious beliefs and practices. 
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5.2. Mr. Justice Cardozo delivered the opinion of the Court. 

5.2.1. The Social Security Act (Act of August 14, 1935, c. 531, 49 Stat. 620, 42 U.S.C. c. 7, 

(Supp.)), is challenged once again. 

5.2.1.1. I argue, that it appears that Justice Cardozo is feeling the frustration, “challenged once 

again”, from the onslaught of cases against the federal welfare legislation of his party President, 

FDR, that has such an object appealing so strongly to the sympathies of our United States 

welfare, and that he thinks it is the Judiciary’s responsibility to protect it.  Words he will use 

later, “the subject of attack” and “the assailants”.  Has he lost some of his judicial objectivity?  

Was he related to the “Notorious R. B. G.?”  I here, remind us all of the words of President 

Franklin Pierce, a Democrat, in vetoing a similar bill of welfare in 1854 supra with excerpt 

below: I wonder what happened to the Democrats?  For they have become Socialists! 

5.2.1.1.1. “If the time shall ever arrive when, for an object appealing, however strongly, to our 

sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to the dictation of Congress by conforming their 

legislation thereto, when the power and majesty and honor of those who created shall become 

subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but feebly utter my apprehensions when I express 

my firm conviction that we shall see 'the beginning of the end.'" 

5.2.1.1.2. assailants:  This term is used to describe a person who assaults another person.  “In 

this case the “another person” is the Social Security Act.”  Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is 

ASSAILANT? definition of ASSAILANT (Black's Law Dictionary) 

5.2.1.1.3. socialist:  A person or individual who follows and lives by the principles of a Socialist 

ideology or dogma. 

5.2.1.1.3.1. Socialism:  A scheme of government aiming at absolute equality in the distribution 

of the physical means of life and enjoyment It is on the continent employed in a larger seuse; 

not necessarily implying communism, or the entire abolition of private property, but applied to 

any system which requires that the land and the instruments of production should be the 

property, not of individuals, but of communities or associations or of the government 1 Mill, 

Pol. Econ. 248.  Citation:  Law Dictionary: What is SOCIALIST? definition of SOCIALIST and What 

is SOCIALISM? definition of SOCIALISM (Black's Law Dictionary) 

5.2.1.1.3.3. Other topics that pop up in Black’s Law Dictionary under Socialism are “Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics”, “Karl Marx”, and “Marxist”.  In time, Islamist!  Scary to say the least, 

considering “Communism and socialism are economic and political structures that promote 

equality and seek to eliminate social classes. Sometimes, the two are used interchangeably … . 

In theory, socialism and communism sound appealing, with everyone doing their share and 

working together to provide for the greater good. Each utilizes a planned production schedule 

to ensure the needs of all community members are met. They are utopian [supra] economic 
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structures that some countries have tried; however, most have failed or become dictatorships, 

making reform nearly impossible.  Socialism grows directly out of capitalism; it is the first form 

of the new society.  Read more: What is the difference between communism and socialism? | 

Investopedia http://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/ 100214/what-difference-between-

communism-and-socialism.asp#ixzz4AKdf488l.” 

5.2.1.1.4. I argue, that we are at the doors of a new society in that “Socialism grows directly out 

of capitalism; it is the first form of the new society.”, and that the new liberal-socialist-islamic-

communist democrats are the party within US2 that is driving this new society in our Republic. 

5.2.1.1.4.1. I argue, that this Judiciary needs to return our Foundation in the Declaration of 

Independence & our Constitution & our Bill of Rights and save our United States and the 

Republic for which it Stands from the new liberal-socialist-islamic-communist democrats and 

their Acts such as the ACA, and the Social Security Act and protect me and my religious beliefs 

and practices, and awarding me all the Relief that I seek. 

5.2.2. In Steward Machine Co. v. Davis, decided this day, ante, p. 301 U. S. 548, we have upheld 

the validity of Title IX of the act, imposing an excise upon employers of eight or more. In this 

case, Titles VIII and II are the subject of attack. Title VIII lays another excise upon employers in 

addition to the one imposed by Title IX (though with different exemptions). It lays a special 

income tax upon employees to be deducted from their wages and paid by the employers. Title 

II provides for the payment of Old Age Benefits, and supplies the motive and occasion, in the 

view of the assailants of the statute, for (Page 301 U. S. 635) the levy of the taxes imposed by 

Title VIII. 

5.2.3. In this case, Titles VIII and II are the subject of attack. 

5.2.3.1. Title II and VIII are parts relating to my case, but in a completely different way as noted 

above. 

5.2.3.2. Title VIII lays another excise upon employers in addition to the one imposed by Title IX 

(though with different exemptions). 

5.2.3.2.1. It lays a special income tax upon employees to be deducted from their wages and 

paid by the employers. 

5.2.3.2.1.1. I argue, again that words have meanings, and Chief Justice Roberts went to lengths 

to give meaning to words in No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, 

ET AL., 25-Jun-2015, even to the point of defining the meaning of “such”. 

5.2.3.2.1.2. I argue, here that the words “special income tax” have a special meaning beyond 

general income tax in that they are for a special purpose within the Federal Governments 
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Scheme of taxation, and that special purpose is to retain a portion of a person’s wealth-income 

for their very own future wealth-income protection in old age. 

5.2.3.2.1.2.1. I argue, that even as early as 1937 the Judiciary began to protect the other 

branches of Federal Government over the people.  This is based on how one Judiciary takes 

specific words, as in the “special income tax”, but ignores their specific meaning and 

application, and calls it part of the general tax to protect an overreach of Federal Government 

powers in the Social Security act of 1937, and in 2015 a much simpler word “such” becomes a 

very special word “such” to protect an overreach of Federal Government powers in the ACA.  

5.2.3.2.1.2.1.1. “If the time shall ever arrive when, for an object appealing, however strongly, to 

our sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to the dictation of Congress by conforming 

their legislation thereto, when the power and majesty and honor of those who created shall 

become subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but feebly utter my apprehensions when I 

express my firm conviction that we shall see 'the beginning of the end.'" 

5.2.3.2.1.2.2. I argue, that the words were special in 1937, and they are special today as argued 

at the beginning of this exhibit with the definitions of words, thus SCOTUS errored in their 

protection of the Social Security act in this case in 1937, this is further supported by the words 

of FDR "We put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, moral, 

and political right to collect their pensions and unemployment benefits. With those taxes in 

there, no damn politician can ever scrap my social security program."” and thus the ruling on 

this case should be overturned, and the Social Security Act declared unconstitutional, or at least 

the “special income tax” should be defined for what it is, and that is “property of the 

individual”. 

5.2.3.2.1.2.3. I argue, that there is no greater act of socialism than the Judiciary to support the 

Legislative, and Executive in the federal government knows best on how to control the wealth 

of people and give it to others that don’t have wealth.  Yet, the American people do a much 

greater good in will, spirit, and wealth in taking care of others than our federal government can: 

one just needs to look at charitable giving, and which one is 20 trillion dollars in debt. 

5.2.3.2.1.2.4. I argue, that the all three branches of the federal government have become what 

our Founding Fathers feared most, an entity unto itself becoming the parens patriae, the 

government as legal protector of citizens unable to protect themselves, and now they are 

coming after all the rest of us with turning every enemy attack into gun control when they can’t 

even control their own guns: obama’s “fast and furious” at least one murdered American Peace 

Officer; Kathryn Steinle murdered at the hands of a protected illegal alien using a federal 

employees lost/stolen gun in a “sanctuary city” of the liberal-socialist-islamic-communist 

democrats; and the verbal artillery shells of the “Liberal Lioness – the Notorious R. B. G.”, 
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Supreme Court Justice Ginsberg that have been targeted and fired on Republican Presidential 

Nominee Mr. Trump, they just can’t be pulled back and damage avoided once fired. 

5.2.3.2.1.2.5. I argue, that this Judiciary needs to exercise the vision of our Founding Fathers 

and the powers given to them, and return our Republic to us by declaring the ACA and the 

Social Security Act unconstitutional, for we, the citizens of the United States, do more to take 

care of our fellow citizens and others than our Federal Government does or ever can.   

5.2.3.3. Title II provides for the payment of Old Age Benefits, and supplies the motive and 

occasion, in the view of the assailants of the statute, for (Page 301 U. S. 635) the levy of the 

taxes imposed by Title VIII. The plan of the two titles will now be summarized more fully. 

5.2.3.3.1. I argue, that Title II details how the “special income tax” is to be returned in a “special 

way” to those who paid it in a special way.  However, the Judiciary in this case avoided the 

“special” nature of the tax and made it general, and thus they failed to apply their power to 

judge correctly and their ruling should be overturned. 

5.2.4. The proceeds of both taxes are to be paid into the Treasury like internal revenue taxes 

generally, and are not earmarked in any way. 

5.2.4.1. I argue, that the Judiciary overreached their power in protecting the Social Security Act 

with their failure to properly define words and in ignoring the words of FDR, "We put those 

payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, moral, and political right to 

collect their pensions and unemployment benefits. With those taxes in there, no damn 

politician can ever scrap my social security program." and thus the ruling in this case should be 

overturned or at least the non-property definition. 

5.2.4.2. I further argue, that they are earmarked, both today and back then with the 

construction of the tax.  Today the tax filing forms have a special line item for Social Security 

Taxes and thus the Social Security Taxes are in a special pocket in the general purse as argued 

above; will be argued below in this case; and as will be argued in excerpts from the Flemming v. 

Nestor case of 1960.  The taxes I’ve paid into Social Security are my property, and when the 

Federal Government penalizes me with the loss of them if I exercise my religious beliefs and 

practices, that is a violation of at least my First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth 

Amendment Rights, and they need to be returned to me as Compensatory Damages as detailed 

in my complaint, and all the other Relief I seek awarded because of the actions of the Most 

High and Powerful against me and my unalienable rights. 

5.2.5. Title II has the caption "Federal Old-Age Benefits." The benefits are of two types, first, 

monthly pensions, and second, lump sum payments, the payments of the second class being 

relatively few and unimportant. 
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5.2.5.1. The first section of this title creates an account in the United States Treasury to be 

known as the "Old-Age (Page 301 U. S. 636} Reserve Account." 

5.2.5.2.  I further argue, that the Judiciary in this case ignored the meaning of the “special 

interlocking” words used, and stood on the board definition of the word “account” as argued 

above in the previous case, but today it is no longer an “account” it is a “trust fund” and has 

“special meaning” as argued supra, and thus the taxes I’ve paid are my property and should be 

returned to me as Compensatory Damages as detailed in my Complaint and I should be award 

all the other Relief that I seek because of the actions of the Most High and Powerful against me 

and my unalienable rights. 

5.2.6. The writer of this opinion believes that the remedy is ill-conceived, that, in a controversy 

such as this, a court must refuse to give equitable relief when a cause of action in equity is 

neither pleaded nor proved, and that the suit for an injunction should be dismissed upon that 

ground. 

5.2.6.1. I argue, that for my case I have argued a cause of action in equity and I have proven 

that cause of action in that the government is penalizing me in violation the Eighth Amendment 

of our Constitution because I want to exercise rights granted to me in the First and Fourteenth 

Amendments of our Constitution, and therefore the equitable relief is all the Relief I seek in my 

case because my case is not just for me, but it is precedent setting for the protection of all 

other citizens from extreme hideous, egregious, and heinous overreach of power by the 

Legislative, and Executive Branches of our Federal Government in to our private lives seeking to 

put us back under Absolute Despotism such as that when we First Declared our Independence 

for the crown 240 years ago. 

5.2.7. Congress may spend money in aid of the "general welfare." 

5.2.7.1. I argue, that this is more protectionism of the Social Security Act by the Judiciary 

because they refused to do their due diligence in defining the special meaning of the words in 

the Act to protect the citizens, for the act has specific restrictions on taxing and distribution and 

thus is not a general welfare tax.  Let us consider an application of the general income tax for 

the “general welfare” on two examples: 

5.2.7.1.1. First: Interstate Highways are funded out of the general income tax purse.  Goods and 

services are delivered to areas all over the lower 48 on these interstate highways without 

discrimination or exception to any including the “Old Order Amish” and the muslims et al.  The 

impact of these interstate highways only need to be looked at for the cost of goods in our lower 

48 neighborhoods as compared to the cost of goods in the neighborhoods of remote Alaska. 

5.2.7.1.1.1. Do our Alaskan citizens, receive some sort of compensation in equity from the 

general tax fund because they are discriminated against because of their remote location and 
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lack of an interstate highway system?  It does not appear that they do!  The fact remains that 

the cost of goods and services to remote citizens of the United States in Alaska are much 

higher, so where is there general welfare covered when discriminated against by federal 

programs? 

5.2.7.1.2. Second: Military spending might be the best example of use of general tax funds, for 

our “general welfare” for our military protects each and every one of our citizens, and also 

citizens of other nations around the world, or is supposed to, as in a slogan for the Navy, “A 

Global Force for GOOD!”. 

5.2.7.1.2.1. However, today President Obama restricts our military so that citizens of our 

enemies are protected, even though our enemies are killing our citizens abroad, and even right 

here at home!  Doesn’t that violate his oath as president “I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I 

will faithfully execute the office of President of the United States, and will to the best of my 

ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States.” and further more 

as a citizen of the United States “I will support and defend the Constitution and laws of the 

United States of America against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith 

and allegiance to the same; that I will bear arms on behalf of the United States when required 

by the law;”, isn’t the president required by law, as commander in chief to bear/bare arms on 

our behalf?  Clearly obama’s aims are not for the protection of our United States for the ACA, 

his obama care is more in line with the zakat of islamic sharia economic code than our 

Constitution.  One only needs to read his audacious pledges for them over US2 in his book 

“AUDACITY of HOPE ….” Copyright 2006 by barack obama, Paperback, page 261 end of second 

paragraph, “… and I will stand with them should the political winds shift in an ugly directions”, 

them being fundamental sunni sharia islamists for they make up 85-90% of islam. 

5.2.8. The line must still be drawn between one welfare and another, between particular and 

general. 

5.2.8.1. I argue, that if you ignore the meaning of specific words and phrases you can’t draw any 

line whatsoever and thus the Judiciary in this case failed in their duty to evaluate the 

constitutionality of the law and thus their ruling should be overturned and the Social Security 

Act ruled unconstitutional, this is even more justified with the added arguments for my case. 

5.2.9. The discretion belongs to Congress, unless the choice is clearly wrong, a display of 

arbitrary power, not an exercise of judgment. 

5.2.9.1. I argue, that the discretion does belong to Congress, but when the Judiciary ignores the 

specific words and phrases that Congress has used in legislation so as to protect the legislation 

the Judiciary has failed in its responsibility and role, and itself displayed arbitrary power and 

thus the ruling in this case should be overturned. 
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5.2.9.2. I further argue, that in my case Congresspersons chose to violate my First Amendment 

Rights, and the protection for me from fines and punishments under the Eighth Amendment is 

clearly wrong and is a display of arbitrary power and that all the Relief I seek should be 

awarded:  “ignorantia legis non excusat” applies! 

5.2.10. "When such a contention comes here, we naturally require a showing that by no 

reasonable possibility can the challenged legislation fall within the wide range of discretion 

permitted to the Congress." 

5.2.10.1. I argue, that in my case Congress has only one discretion in violating my First 

Amendment Rights to freely exercise my religious beliefs and practices, and this if my religious 

beliefs and practices violate the rights of others, but they don’t, and thus congress has 

exercised arbitrary power in the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act and I should 

awarded all the Relief I seek in my case. 

5.2.11. Nor is the concept of the general welfare static. Needs that were narrow or parochial a 

century ago may be interwoven in our day with the wellbeing of the Nation. What is critical or 

urgent changes with the times. 

5.2.11.1. I argue, that the court here is again overstepping its powers by attempting to define 

and protect the structure of the law, when that power belongs to the congress and the court 

has so ruled and thus the ruling in this case should be overturned and the Social Security Act 

declared Unconstitutional. 

5.2.11.2. I further argue, that critical and/or urgent are acute conditions not chronic, and that 

legislation that is indented to address the acute, which the Social Security Act and the ACA are 

intended to do, need to have a Sunset Provision to be Constitutional, as argued previously, and 

because neither the ACA or the Social Security Act have Sunset Provisions they should be 

declared unconstitutional.  A chronic condition for example, is maintaining our military: noting 

obama has driven it to its sickest, worst-lowest, conditions in 75 years for the Army and in 100 

years for the Navy.  One may argue that the number of ships may be a poor measure, for ships 

travel much faster and carry heavier weapons but their reach is still very limited and when the 

enemy has the same as you do, speed and weaponry means little, and the surface area of the 

oceans and seas have not become smaller, so the base concept of so many units to cover such 

an area is applicable. 

5.2.12. The purge of nationwide calamity that began in 1929 has taught us many lessons. Not 

the least is the solidarity of interests that may once have seemed to be divided. 

5.2.12.1. I argue, that the calamity of 1929 came and went within a decade, and other 

calamities along the way have come and went, WWII, this one affecting the other one, and so 
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the welfare acts associated with those calamities should have come and gone as well, most did, 

but one didn’t: 

5.2.12.1.1. Federal Emergency Relief Administration 1932 to 1935.  It became the Works 

Progress Administration and the Social Security Administration. 

5.2.12.1.2. Civil Works Administration November of 1933 to March 1934.  Federal Government 

employed workers for the harsh winter and it was brought to a Sunset. 

5.2.12.1.3. Civilian Conservation Corps known as the CCC 1933 to 1943.  Its assets rolled over to 

the military and it was brought to a Sunset. 

5.2.12.1.4. Works Progress Administration known as the WPA 1935 to 1943.  A new calamity, 

WWII brought it to a Sunset because there was a shortage of people to fight. 

5.2.12.1.5. Social Security Act, 1935, it is still here today, why?  It was the stock market crash of 

1929, and with the banks heavily invested in that market people lost all the money they had in 

the banks.  So the Social Security Act was to be a protectionary act for the people against the 

market and banks, which by the way Congress had failed to protect them from in the first place, 

so Banking Laws were changed to drive a separation between the market and banks. 

5.2.12.1.5.1. I argue, and have argued, that it is here because the Supreme Court of the United 

States protected it, dare I quote here with “jiggery-pokery”, it should have been declared 

unconstitutional long ago, as I have also argued, now is it’s time to be brought to a Sunset.  Or 

will the claim be made, “it is too big to fail”?  Is any illegal Ponzi scheme too big to fail or jail?  

Oh, come on, what’s another Trillion dollars deeper in debt when you are already 20 Trillion 

dollars in debt? 

5.2.12.1.5.2. I argue, that we are in the same place we were almost 100 years ago, the only 

place to make money is in the market, for the bank interest rate is near 0, and the Federal 

Government is 20 Trillion dollars in debt, and thus the trust and security in the Federal 

Government is gone, and it is time for the Social Security Act, and the ACA to be gone, with this 

Judiciary declaring them unconstitutional for all reasons presented and argued. 

5.2.12.2. I argue, that today we are faced with another worldwide calamity that comes to us 

from the soldiers of fundamental sunni islamic code, and our President and his sages seem 

unwilling to do anything real about them.  The president seems more intent on protecting them 

than he does the Citizens of our United States, for he speaks publically about the protections of 

Freedom of Religion in our Constitution for foreign muslim warriors and refugees while he 

denies those very freedoms to me a citizen of our United States in the ACA, that he signed and 

he promotes for its greatness.  And in his response to me when I sought to exercise my right to 

petition the Government for a redress of grievances with the ACA violating my religious 

freedoms, he replied he would only consider good ideas, I guess Frist Amendment Rights for 
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citizens isn’t a good idea, for it intrudes on his islamic ideals and islamic code, for this reason 

alone the ACA should be declared unconstitutional. 

5.2.13. Spreading from State to State, unemployment is an ill not particular, but general, which 

may be checked, if Congress so determines, by the resources of the Nation. 

5.2.13.1. I argue, that unemployment under the Social Security Act is not general, for citizens 

who are self-employed, as I am, don’t have to pay unemployment taxes, and thus I should not 

have to pay retirement and health care taxes either, and thus the Social Security Act and the 

ACA should be declared unconstitutional, in addition to all the other reasons I have argued. 

5.2.13.2. Furthermore, as presented in my TREE STRUCTURE OF US.S.LAW it is illegal and 

unconstitutional for the Federal Government to “so determine” National resources for chronic 

welfare of any kind relating to individuals, or groups of individuals: chronic meaning without 

end, without a Sunset. 

5.2.14. If this can have been doubtful until now, our ruling today in the case of the Steward 

Machine Co., supra, has set the doubt at rest. But the ill is all one, or at least not greatly 

different, whether men are thrown out of work because there is no longer work to do or 

because the disabilities of age make them incapable of doing it. 

5.2.14.1. I argue, that both this ruling and the Steward Machine ruling are wrong as I have 

argued in both cases, and thus the Social Security Act should be declared unconstitutional. 

5.2.14.2. Rescue becomes necessary irrespective of the cause. 

5.2.14.2.1. I argue, that this statement ignores all the other elements of the New Deal such as 

those mentioned above that ended and the banking regulations that were implemented, and 

rescue is from different pockets in the purse and are paid for differently and cannot thus be 

comingled, so his argument is moot, and the Social Security Ac should be declared 

unconstitutional: I find it very interesting to note that the banking regulations were changed in 

1999, and look what happened in 2008, and the government bailed out the banks and burned 

the citizens, so the banks were paid by my tax dollars, and the banks recovered assets by 

foreclosing on citizens, thus doubling up at the expense of citizens from both sides, so much for 

“parens patriae” [government as legal protector of citizens unable to protect themselves]. 

5.2.14.3. The hope behind this statute is to save men and women from the rigors of the poor 

house, as well as from the haunting fear that such a lot awaits them when journey's end is near. 

5.2.14.3.1. I argue, that when legislation uses “hope” for its foundation, it is not legislation at 

all, and when a Justice of the Supreme Court of our United States uses “hope - a feeling of 

expectation and desire for a certain thing to happen” and previously claims it is a general tax 

that can be used for anything, he is dancing the illegal and unconstitutional “jiggery-pokery for 
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judicial preponderance”, and thus the ruling in this case should be overturned and the Social 

Security Act declared unconstitutional.   

5.2.14.3.2. I further argue, that they had no fear in 1928 with their money in the banks, the fear 

came because the Federal Government didn’t have banking regulations in place to protect the 

citizens, so a part of the New Deal was banking regulations, and when the Federal Government 

modified those banking regulations 1999 look what happened in 2008, so if there can be no 

trust in the Federal Government for banking regulations, there can be no hope in the Federal 

Government for unemployment protection, retirement protection, or heath care protection, 

and thus the Social Security Act and the ACA should be declared unconstitutional. 

5.2.14.3.32. I argue, that all of these Acts and like Acts are Acts of Actors that want to put me, 

and We the People under Absolute Despotism, and they will use the Acts of other Actors, 

fundamental islamic sunni code warriors, to extend that Absolute Despotism to our Second 

Amendment, and our last bastion of OFFENSIVE/DEFENSIVE HOPE from our Founding Fathers in 

the Declaration of Independence will be lost: “But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, 

pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce them under absolute 

Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new 

Guards for their future security.” 

5.2.15. Congress did not improvise a judgment when it found that the award of old age benefits 

would be conducive to the general welfare. The President's Committee on Economic Security 

made an investigation and report, aided by a research staff of Government officers and 

employees, and by an Advisory Council and seven other advisory groups. 

5.2.15.1. I argue, that the conduciveness of money to the general welfare of the nation is not 

the real question here, the real questions is where should that money come from, to answer 

that, we need only consider who is better at taking care of the their money, the citizens or the 

Federal Government, I think it is clearly the citizens for our current Federal Government has a 

debt to tax (income) ratio of at least 6 to 1, go ask your banker to let you buy a house when 

your present debt is 6 times your present income, I think they would say, “That is an 

unconscionable, ‘unwarrantable’, request”, and unconscionable is a little like unconstitutional, 

“unwarrantable”, unwarrantable as in, not able to be sanctioned, this Judiciary cannot continue 

to sanction the Social Security Act: this is not “jiggery-pokery” on my part, but interchange 

using Roget’s International Thesaurus and Justice Scalia’s input on prior SCOTUS opinions in 

support of the ACA. 

5.2.16. I argue, that there is a great deal of argument in the opinion for this case more related 

to unemployment than it is retirement and thus really should be disassociated with the 

argument of Social Security being a benefit that belongs to the one who paid into it vs just a 

sum of money in the general fund available to everyone. 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 65 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

5.2.17. The problem is plainly national in area and dimensions. Moreover, laws of the separate 

states cannot deal with it effectively. Congress, at least, had a basis for that belief. States and 

local governments are often lacking in the resources that are necessary to finance an adequate 

program of security for the aged. 

5.2.17.1. I argue, that this is either “jiggery-pokery” by Mr. Justice Cardozo, or it is absolute 

disregard for our Constitution, for where do the resources of the Federal Government come 

from, the people, and where do the resources of the states come from, the people, “that this 

nation, under GOD, shall have a new birth of freedom—and that government of the people, by 

the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth”, a citation should not be required, 

and these acts of Government, the Social Security Act and the ACA, that take the power from 

the people need to be declared unconstitutional, and I be awarded all Relief I seek in my case. 

5.2.17.1.1. Excerpt from my work “of GOD ?” page b-506-507:  “Note: Excerpt from the World 

Book Encyclopedia – In 1823, when Abraham was 14, his parents joined the Pigeon Creek 

Baptist Church. There was bitter rivalry among Baptists, Methodists, Presbyterians, and 

members of other denominations. Young Lincoln disliked any display of bitterness among 

Christian people. Conclusion – Lincoln, born and raised as a Christian would have a Christian 

god. However, because he disliked bitterness between religious people; is not this New World 

War full of bitterness, can we build on the words of this great man, “Can this Nation under the 

WHOLLY HOLY ABSOLUTE TRUTH of GOD have a new birth of freedom?”  Can we the people, by 

the people, for the people change our Government by removing this religious imposition?  If 

not the people of America shall perish from the earth, for they will have become the residence 

of the New Babylon, if not already. And when you look inside the deepest center (WDC) of our 

government is it not a church of mammon for mammon by mammon for the Wimpy 

Degenerate and Criminal Pontiffs, and the altar boys (generic) are called lobbyists.”, and they 

run in PACs! 

5.2.18. A system of old age pensions has special dangers of its own if put in force in one state 

and rejected in another. 

5.2.18.1. I argue, that this no different from state income tax, yet each state has different 

income taxes, some even have no state income tax, and yet the states with the highest income 

tax remain, why, because the citizens are free to choose what they want to do and where they 

want to do it for life, Liberty and pursuit of happiness!  Mr. Justice Cardozo’s argument here has 

no Constitutional basis, a matter of fact, in goes against our Constitution, therefore it has no 

basis for saving the Social Security Act, and thus the ruling in this case should be overturned 

and the Social Security Act declared unconstitutional. 

5.2.19. The existence of such a system is a bait to the needy and dependent elsewhere, 

encouraging them to migrate and seek a haven of repose. 
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5.2.19.1. My argument here is similar to the one above and I will not edit or expound on it here. 

5.2.20. Whether wisdom or unwisdom resides in the scheme of benefits set forth in Title II it is 

not for us to say. The answer to such inquiries must come from Congress, not the courts. Our 

concern here, as often, is with power, not with wisdom. 

5.2.20.1. I argue, that Justice Cardozo displayed much “unwisdom” relative to our Constitution 

to protect the Social Security Act instead of returning it to the power of Congress to mend, just 

another reason to declare the Social Security Act and the ACA et al unconstitutional. 

5.2.21. There is a possibility, he says, that aid from a paternal government may sap those sturdy 

virtues and breed a race of weaklings. 

5.2.21.1. I argue, that this very statement exists in truth with our welfare entitlement programs 

today, and its truth is even more bolstered by the ACA, without even considering the fraud that 

takes place within the programs, now is the time and the case to declare all of these 

unconstitutional, and return the responsibility for the citizens to the citizens.  How much money 

from an illegal alien present in the U.S. is sent home to other nations?  Illegal immigrants send 

home$50 billion annually, but cost taxpayers more than $113 billion (Citation: Immigration 

Reform Dot Com): now tell me what kind of welfare is that?  It is called BRDSID: Bleed the 

Republic Dry So It Dies!  Then the new liberal-socialist-islamist-communist demo-rats will have 

completed their destruction project, no wonder the democrats protect the illegals, they are 

warriors for their cause to US2 under Absolute Despotism! 

5.2.21.1.1. This case has enlightened me to the genius and vision of our Founding Fathers in 

their crafting of the Declaration of Independence and our Constitution and our Bill of Rights, a 

first and one of a kind in the world, and some of the Great Men that walked in their footsteps in 

the first hundred years of our nation to hold our Republic together, I am compelled to repeat 

President Franklin Pierce’s profound statement from his 1854 veto letter to the Senate as it 

relates to the Constitutionality of all these Federal Welfare programs, and even more so to the 

survivability of our Republic, “If the time shall ever arrive when, for an object appealing, 

however strongly, to our sympathies, the dignity of the States shall bow to the dictation of 

Congress by conforming their legislation thereto, when the power and majesty and honor of 

those who created shall become subordinate to the thing of their creation, I but feebly utter my 

apprehensions when I express my firm conviction that we shall see 'the beginning of the end.'"” 

I am left wondering what happened over the last 162 years to sink us into this quagmire today?  

“In questions of power ... let no more be heard of confidence in man, but bind him down from 

mischief by the chains of the Constitution." Thomas Jefferson: THANKS for the reminder Dear & 

Honored T.J., for today they are not bound by the chains of the Constitution from mischief! 

5.2.22. The argument for petitioners is that the tax moneys are not earmarked, and that 

Congress is at liberty to spend them as it will. 

(5) 1:16 PM CT Warren, MI H. C., public speech, claims undocumented aliens paid $12 billion (million) to SSA.  If undoced how do U know???? 
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5.2.22.1. I argue and have argued, and I believe proven they were and are earmarked, and that 

Congress cannot spend them as it wills, and they should be declared unconstitutional. 

5.3. Mr. Justice McReynolds And Mr. Justice Butler are of opinion that the provisions of the act 

here challenged are repugnant to the Tenth Amendment, and that the decree of the Circuit 

Court of Appeals should be affirmed. 

5.3.1. “Amendment X:  The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor 

prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”  I have 

argued and I believe proven that these two are absolutely correct in their opinion, they stood 

on the shoulders of the Great Men that came before them to protect our Constitution and the 

Republic for which it Stands for the people, and not the Federal Government, and therefore the 

Social Security Act and the ACA et al should be declared unconstitutional. 

6. Flemming v. Nestor (1960):   

6.1. Nestor came to this country from Bulgaria in 1913, and lived here continuously for 43 

years, until July, 1956. He was then deported from this country for having been a Communist 

from 1933 to 1939. At that time, membership in the Communist Party as such was not illegal, 

and was not even a statutory ground for deportation. From December, 1936, to January, 1955, 

Nestor and his employers made regular payments to the Government under the Federal 

Insurance Contributions Act, 26 U.S.C. §§ 3101-3125. These funds went to a special federal old-

age and survivors insurance trust fund under 49 Stat. 622, 53 Stat. 1362, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 

§ 401, in return for which Nestor, like millions of others, expected to receive payments when he 

reached the statutory age. In 1954, 15 years after Nestor had last been a Communist, and 18 

years after he began to make payments into the old-age security fund, Congress passed a law 

providing, among other things, that any person who had been deported from (Page 363 U. S. 

622) this country because of past Communist membership under 66 Stat. 205, 8 U.S.C. § 

1251(a)(6)(C), should be wholly cut off from any benefits of the fund to which he had 

contributed under the law. 68 Stat. 1083, 42 U.S.C. § 402(n). 

6.2. The Social Security Act was protected on a 5 to 4 vote and Nestor lost his benefits.  How is 

this case different from mine? 

6.2.1. Nester, participated in a political party affiliation for 6 years that does not fit with our 

Republic form of Government.  Nothing I do in my religious beliefs and practices interferes with 

any Law Abiding Citizen’s beliefs and practices. 

6.2.1.1. I can argue, and I have, that the current socialist “communist”, practices of the party of 

the Democrats does not fit with our Republic form of Government, furthermore, but for the 

words, “by use of force or violence”, which actually may apply considering some of the 
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activities of this 2016 election year, the following applies directly to the current party of the 

Democrats and the Social Acts they have passed and implemented: 

6.2.1.1.1. §843. Application of Internal Security Act of 1950 to members of Communist Party 

and other subversive organizations; "Communist Party" defined(a) Whoever knowingly and 

willfully becomes or remains a member of (1) the Communist Party, or (2) any other 

organization having for one of its purposes or objectives the establishment, control, conduct, 

seizure, or overthrow of the Government of the United States, or the government of any 

State or political subdivision thereof, by the use of force or violence, with knowledge of the 

purpose or objective of such organization shall be subject to all the provisions and penalties of 

the Internal Security Act of 1950, as amended [50 U.S.C. 781 et seq.], as a member of a 

"Communist-action" organization.  Citation: http: // uscode.house.gov / 

view.xhtml?hl=false&edition=prelim&req=granuleid%3AUSC-prelim-title50 section843. 

6.2.1.1.1. Oops, that’s right, the ruling Democrats in both houses of congress and the Democrat 

in the Oval Office, bill clinton, repealed the punitive section 50 U.S.C. 781 in 1993.  Just more 

protection for self and sunni, for in February of that year the First WTC attack occurred, and in 

November the Dems passed the RFRA, which now appears to be more for an initial attack on 

Justice Scalia and his 1990 ruling in a Native American Peyote Case, and for the protection of 

the saudi sunni’s and other islamists, than for the protection of America and American Citizens: 

so much for Parens Patriae of our Republic. 

6.2.2. I argue, I have only tried to find out, one on ONE with GOD, WHO GOD WAS, IS, and EVER 

SHALL BE, which our Constitution says I’m free to do in the First Amendment, and this 

Amendment further protects me from any government imposing a religion on me with the 

Establishment Clause, and then it allows me to seek Redress from the Government Violators: 

wow on this last one, that’s like asking an intruding robber not to take anything from you.  

AWE, if only the Federal Judiciary will exercise their Full and Distinct Absolute Power and 

Protect Me, and US2 by providinge me with all the Relief I seek! 

6.2.2.1. I have learned that my beliefs and practices do not comply with the ACA and the Social 

Security Act with their strict religious defined tenets, and their date by which these tenets have 

to be written down to gain an acceptable Federal Government religious exemption to the Acts. 

6.2.2.1.1. I guess I’m not really Free in my own country, the United States of America and the 

Republic for which it Stands, as a natural born citizen to seek GOD out and define and practice 

my beliefs under these Acts, even though our Constitution says that I’m Free from Government 

Establishment of Religion and Infringement on Religion. 

6.2.2.1.1.1. The ACA applies penalties to me in violation of the Eighth Amendment of our 

Constitution if I practice my beliefs.  What does our Constitution really stand for?  “Just words 

on paper to be tossed away”, as president obama claims in his book “AUDACITY of HOPE …”? 
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6.2.2.1.1.2. Should I be granted religious exemption from the ACA, it requires me to renounce 

participation in all private and public programs of the likes of Social Security and Medicare and 

give up my benefits.  Is not my use of my money for my very own health and welfare not a 

“private program”?  So the demo-rats are telling me it is illegal for me to take care of myself! 

6.2.2.1.1.2.1. This becomes an additional penalty to me in violation of the Eighth Amendment 

of our Constitution if I practice my beliefs. 

6.2.2.1.1.3. I should be granted religious exemption to both!  Then these penalties and loss of 

benefits is what I argue are my Compensatory Damages and should be returned to me at a rate 

of return equal to the DOW as detailed in my complaint. 

6.2.2.1.1.4. Let’s see how my argument fits with the court’s opinion on Flemming v. Nestor. 

6.3. Mr. Justice Harlan delivered the opinion of the Court. 

6.3.1. Appellee, an alien, immigrated to this country from Bulgaria in 1913, and became eligible 

for old-age benefits in November, 1955. In July, 1956, of the he was deported pursuant to § 

241(a)(6)(C)(i) of the Immigration and Nationality Act for having been a member Communist 

Party from 1933 to 1939. 

6.3.1.1. Why is this Act not being applied to the fundamental islamic sunni sharia code warriors 

and all that support them?  Because president obama said, “I will stand with them”, supra. 

6.3.2. Under the decisions of this Court, this § 205(g) action could, and did, draw in question the 

constitutionality of § 202(n). 

6.3.2.1. However, the action did no more. 

6.3.2.2. I argue, that my case and my arguments have drawn into question the entire Social 

Security Act, and that the Act should be declared unconstitutional. 

6.3.3. We think that the District Court erred in holding that § 202(n) deprived appellee of an 

"accrued property right." 169 F.Supp. at 934. Appellee's right to Social Security benefits cannot 

properly be considered to have been of that order. 

6.3.3.1. I argue, that the only way the court can have this opinion is if they ignored all the 

specific words and phrases of the Social Security Act and generalized them, which is exactly 

what I argued in Helvering v. Davis supra. 

6.3.4. The general purposes underlying the Social Security Act were expounded by Mr. Justice 

Cardozo in Helvering v. Davis, 301 U. S. 619, 301 U. S. 640- 645. 

6.3.4.1. See supra, with emphasis on “generalized”, and thus as I have argued that Helvering v. 

Davis should be overturned, I argue the same here for the same reasons. 
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6.3.5. The issue here, however, requires some inquiry into the statutory scheme by which those 

purposes are sought to be achieved. 

6.3.5.0. I argue, that the issue in my case requires some inquiry also, and that is exactly what I 

have done in the arduousness of looking into the various cases and statutes that apply to my 

case and documenting their opinions and my agreements, and disagreements, arguments! 

6.3.5.1. Payments under the Act are based upon the wage earner's record of earnings in 

employment or self-employment covered by the Act, and take the form of old-age insurance 

and disability insurance benefits inuring to the wage earner (known as the "primary 

beneficiary"), 

6.3.5.1.1. I argue, that I am the wage earner and that the actual Social Security data used in 

determining my Compensatory Damages supports this fact. 

6.3.5.2. Broadly speaking, eligibility for benefits depends on satisfying statutory conditions … 

6.3.5.2.1. I argue, that in my case the ACA imposes additional statutory conditions on me, that 

require me to renounce my eligibility for my Social Security and Medicare benefits or not 

practice my religious beliefs, because the latter is in violation of the First Amendment of our 

Constitution, as previously argued herein and in other documents, I am and have requested 

that both Acts be declared unconstitutional, for it impacts me, and other “nones”, and actually 

all citizens, supra.   

6.3.5.3. Of special importance in this case is the fact that eligibility for benefits, and the amount 

of such benefits, do not in any true sense depend on contribution to the program through the 

payment of taxes, but rather on the earnings record of the primary beneficiary. 

6.3.5.3.1. I argue, that it is interesting in this case they want to look into “special importance” 

where in the previous case they ignored “special importance”, Justice Harlan is playing an 

ancient dichotomy here guised with the cloaks of “taxes” and “earnings record”, it was called, 

“Which came first the chicken of the egg?”  To help better align them in proper order let us turn 

to FDR, the Architect of the New Deal, both the First and Second, and his comments on the 

subject: 

6.3.5.3.1.1. “President Roosevelt strenuously objected to any attempt to introduce general 

revenue funding into the program. His famous quote on the importance of the payroll taxes 

was: 

6.3.5.3.1.1.1."We put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, 

moral, and political right to collect their pensions and unemployment benefits. With those 

taxes in there, no damn politician can ever scrap my social security program."” Is this not of 

“special importance”? 
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6.3.5.3.1.1.2. I argue, that this case gutted FDR’s belief in the protection of the contributors 

over politics, and has left the door wide open for the scrapping of the Social Security Act. 

6.3.5.3.2. I further argue here, with an attempt to play Mr. Justice Harlan’s dichotomy in 

reverse: for without the taxes from the contributors in general there would be no United 

States, thus the Federal Government of the United States is because of taxes, and those taxes 

are in two categories “general” and “special”, and in the case of the Social Security Act they are 

“special” and belong to the contributor, what is that Ben said, “There are only two sure things 

in life, ‘death & taxes’!”, so in the case of Social Security Act the taxes were to aid the 

contributor when he approached death, or his family members after he passed (family 

members were added in 1939), the family members being non-contributors so it is the taxes 

from the contributor that are more important, but you need both to have a plan, the Social 

Security Act, and you need both to have the Federal Government of the United States.  

6.3.5.3.3. I also argue, that the Justices that protect legislation play teeter “sway back and 

forth” - totter “wobble”, I think Justice Scalia called it “jiggery-pokery” with words just as Justice 

Harlan is in this case, for he earlier states with conviction, “The general purposes underlying the 

Social Security Act were expounded by Mr. Justice Cardozo in Helvering v. Davis, 301 U. S. 619, 

301 U. S. 640- 645.” Emphasis on “general”, and now here with “special”.  

6.3.5.3.4. I argue, that this is incorrect, because the taxes are primary and directly connected to 

the benefits and earnings of the individual, you have to pay the taxes to establish an “earnings 

record”, the “earnings record” is a secondary condition that has to be met so that there is a 

minimum threshold of taxes paid before one becomes eligible to receive benefits, and this is 

done as a protectionary measure so that individuals, that pay little into the program aren’t 

receiving one cent checks every month, this way the Act was to have some extended life. 

6.3.5.3.5. Today, however it is near death, because of living long and prospering, and then living 

longer after prospering, and the Federal Government takes away and/or taxes the benefits if 

you prosper too much: Parens Patriae in reverse! 

6.3.5.3.6. Though this very program was to support those in old age it actually penalizes those 

who can continue to work, supra, thus it defeats itself by making it more desirable for those in 

old age to retire and collect than continue to work and collect. 

6.3.5.3.6.1. Continuing to work and collect would add more to the general fund than taking 

away what they are due.  Therefore, if it is really a general fund tax and you take away Social 

Security Act benefits that are received by old citizens that continue to work and pay into the 

general fund, those citizens are being double taxed for the general fund.  The SSA taxes are 

special taxes. 
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6.3.5.3.7. Have some of the Judiciary lost all common sense, or is that forfeited for the 

protection of the Legislation over the people? 

6.3.5.4. The tax proceeds are paid into the Treasury "as internal revenue collections," I.R.C., § 

3501, and each year an amount equal to the proceeds is appropriated to a Trust Fund, from 

which benefits and the expenses of the program are paid. 

6.3.5.4.1. I argue, this is just more of the playing of the ancient dichotomy with a different face. 

6.3.5.5. The Social Security system may be accurately described as a form of social insurance, 

enacted pursuant to Congress' power to "spend money in aid of the general welfare,'" 

Helvering v. Davis, supra at 301 U. S. 640, whereby persons gainfully employed, and those who 

employ them, are taxed to permit the payment of benefits to the retired and disabled, and 

their dependents. 

6.3.5.5.1. I argue, that I can’t find “spend money in aid of the general welfare” in our 

Constitution.  A matter of fact as argued supra and in previous documents, most notably in the 

Tree Structure …, that no taxes can be collected or spent for the “general welfare” of 

individuals or groups of individuals. 

6.3.5.5.1. I argue, that when one spins in circles or teeter-totters to much they eventually fall 

down, and here Mr. Justice Harlan’s arguments fall down:  “spend money in aid of the general 

welfare” for “payments of benefits to the retired and disabled, and their dependents.”, but 

earlier he argued that it is not the tax that is special it’s the “earnings record” so if the person is 

retired, disabled, and has a family, but has never paid into social security, they don’t receive 

social security benefits, today they may receive SSI benefits that come out of the general fund, 

but those are different than the payments that come out of the Social Security Act Trust Fund, 

as was shown near the beginning of this Exhibit with the Social Security Administration’s own 

definitions. 

6.3.5.6. Plainly the expectation is that many members of the present productive work force will 

in turn become beneficiaries rather than supporters of the program. But each worker's 

benefits, though flowing from the contributions he made to the (Page 363 U. S. 610) national 

economy while actively employed, are not dependent on the degree to which he was called 

upon to support the system by taxation. 

6.3.5.6.1. I argue, this is just more of the same playing of an ancient dichotomy with another 

different face: in politics I think they call that flip-flopping and when go back and forth I guess it 

becomes flip-flopping-flopping-flip, flip it over and it reads the same.    

6.3.5.6.2. It is apparent that the noncontractual interest of an employee covered by the Act 

cannot be soundly analogized to that of the holder of an annuity, whose right to benefits is 

bottomed on his contractual premium payments. 
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6.3.5.6.2.1. I argue, and around and around and up and down they go, where we end up does 

anyone know?  No wonder American Citizens have lost all confidence in all three branches of 

Federal Government. 

6.3.5.6.2.2. I argue, based on my most recent enlightenment in case opinions, observances, and 

personal experiences that the liberals, Democrats, socialists, islamists, communists, our Liberal-

Socialist-Islamic-Communistic-Democrat party frosts the people with love, but harbors deep 

hate for peoples freedoms because they, the donkeys-jackasses, are not in control, where 

conservatives will stand up for the people of the United States based on the freedoms and 

protections of our Constitution, even for a communist, as the four dissenting Justices did in this 

case.  How close we really are to the edge of destruction and the end as envisioned by 

President Franklin Pierce 162 years ago, he was a Democrat, what happened to those that came 

after him?  It is clearly apparent that they put themselves first before, citizens and nation! 

6.3.5.7. It is hardly profitable to engage in conceptualizations regarding "earned rights" and 

"gratuities." Cf. Lynch v. United States, 292 U. S. 571, 292 U. S. 576-577. The "right" to Social 

Security benefits is in one sense "earned," for the entire scheme rests on the legislative 

judgment that those who in their productive years were functioning members of the economy 

may justly call upon that economy, in their later years, for protection from "the rigors of the 

poor house as well as from the haunting fear that such a lot awaits them when journey's end is 

near." Helvering v. Davis, supra, 301 U.S. at 301 U. S. 641. 

6.3.5.7.1. I argue, even the Justices grow tired of arguing and fall back, as once again Justice 

Harlan falls back to Helvering v. Davis, so too will I with this argument, I argued, and believe 

proven for the validity in having Helvering v. Davis overturned, and thus all my arguments 

there, and then some in this case support the overturning of this case, Flemming v. Nestor, and 

having the Social Security Act declared unconstitutional, and that I be awarded all the other 

relief I seek in my case. 

6.3.5.7.2. I argue, for my case, “It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and 

expression may be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or 

privilege.”  Citation:  Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963); Mr. Justice Brennan delivering the 

opinion of the Court.” 

6.3.5.8. But the practical effectuation [the act of implementing (providing a practical means for 

accomplishing something); carrying into effect] of that judgment has of necessity called forth a 

highly complex and interrelated statutory structure. 

6.3.5.8.1. I argue, “WOW”: “Social Security:  Social Security is based on a simple concept: While 

you work, you pay taxes into the Social Security system, and when you retire or become 

disabled, you, your spouse and your dependent children receive monthly benefits that are 

based on your reported earnings. Also, your survivors can collect benefits if you die. For more 

(1)  KKK 1ST 1865: rooted 10 years earlier in the Kansas-Nebraska Act?? Pierce did not favor Southern Democrats!! 
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information read A Snapshot (05-10006).”  Directly from the Social Security Administration in 

2016, included in definitions near the beginning of this Exhibit, see all the their arguments 

teeter-tottering flip-flopping supra. 

6.3.5.8.2. Integrated treatment of the manifold specific problems presented by the Social 

Security program demands more than a generalization. 

6.3.5.8.2.1. I argue, finally, are we really going to get to the specifics? 

6.3.5.8.2.2. I argue, if there were “manifold [many and various] specific problems” with the 

Social Security Act, why didn’t the Justices declare it unconstitutional and send it back to the 

power, Congress, who has the right to repair it, for it is not in the Judiciary’s power to either 

correct or protect bad legislation.  Thus, again, I call for the Social Security Act to be declared 

unconstitutional, along with the ACA and all similar Acts of Federal Welfare, and I be awarded 

all the Relief that I seek. 

6.3.5.9. That program was designed to function into the indefinite future, and its specific 

provisions rest on predications as to expected economic conditions which must inevitably prove 

less than wholly accurate, and on judgments and preferences as to the proper allocation of the 

Nation's resources which evolving economic and social conditions will of necessity in some 

degree modify. 

6.3.5.9.1. I argue, that in this case and the previous one, SCOTUS gave all the power to Congress 

to make changes, even repeal the entire act if it wanted, and now Mr. Justice Harlan is saying 

the “manifold specific problems” are too complicated even for the Congress, who has all the 

power to do whatever they want? 

6.3.5.9.2. I argue, “Awe”, I now understand Congress’ dilemma, for the solution is simple, as the 

program is simple, “raise taxes” to keep up with all the “manifold specific problems” of what 

they do, so eloquently itemized by Mr. Justice Harlan above, but if they “raise taxes” to keep up 

it would be the death of the United States because of taxes, thanks Ben! 

6.3.5.10. To engraft upon the Social Security system a concept of "accrued property rights" 

would deprive it of the flexibility and boldness in adjustment to ever-changing conditions which 

it demands. See Wollenberg, Vested Rights in Social Security Benefits, 37 Ore.L.Rev. 299, 359. 

6.3.5.10.1. I argue, for my case, that Wollenberg does not apply, for this applies and postdates 

Wollenberg, “It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and expression may 

be infringed by the denial of or placing of conditions upon a benefit or privilege.”  Citation:  

Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398 (1963); Mr. Justice Brennan delivering the opinion of the 

Court.” 
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6.3.5.11. It was doubtless out of an awareness of the need for such flexibility that Congress 

included in the original Act, and (Page 363 U. S. 611) has since retained, a clause expressly 

reserving to it "[t]he right to alter, amend, or repeal any provision" of the Act. § 1104, 49 Stat. 

648, 42 U.S.C. § 1304. 

6.3.5.11.1. That provision makes express what is implicit in the institutional needs of the 

program. 

6.3.5.11.2. I argue then let Congress fix it, but for me let me be free and award me all the relief I 

seek because enough with the teeter-tottering and flip-flopping of those in Most High Power. 

6.3.5.11.3. I argue, it is time for the death of Social Security, declare it unconstitutional and 

send it back to Congress to repair or let it fade into a Sunset. 

6.3.5.12. We must conclude that a person covered by the Act has not such a right in benefit 

payments as would make every defeasance [the action or process of rendering something null 

and void.] of "accrued" interests violative [act in a manner that does not conform to a law or 

promise] of the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

6.3.5.12.1. I argue, that it is not real clear what he is really saying here, so let’s consider that 

Mr. Justice Harlan referenced Steward Machine Co. v. Davis in his opinion, has he forgotten one 

of its critical conclusions: “The act of Congress is therefore valid, so far at least as its system of 

exemptions is concerned, and this though we assume that discrimination, if gross enough, is 

equivalent to confiscation, and subject under the Fifth Amendment to challenge and 

annulment.”, for my case I argue that the discrimination is gross enough with the violations of 

my First, Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendment rights and flings the door wide open 

for a constitutional challenge and for me to have a religious exemption and receive 

Compensatory Damages because they are being coercively taken from me, and that I also be 

awarded all the other Relief that I seek because of the actions of those in Most High Power. 

6.3.6. This is not to say, however, that Congress may exercise its power to modify the statutory 

scheme free of all constitutional restraint. 

6.3.6.1. I argue, oops, did Mr. Justice Harlan slam the door closed to hard in his previous 

declaration, and inserted this one and the next to crack it open again, for in this one I can argue 

again, that because the law, the ACA, violates my First Amendment Rights of our Constitution, 

and then seeks to punish me for seeking to exercise my First Amendment rights by taking away 

my future benefits they have overreached in their powers and violated my Fourth, Fifth, Eighth, 

and Fourteenth Amendment Rights, and thus I should be granted the Compensatory Damages 

Relief I seek in my complaint along with all the other Relief I seek in my Case. 

6.3.6.2. The interest of a covered employee under the Act is of sufficient substance to fall 

within the protection from arbitrary governmental action [subject to individual will or judgment 
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without restriction; contingent solely upon one's discretion] afforded by the Due Process 

Clause. 

6.3.6.2.1. I argue, that because the law violates at least my First and Eighth Amendment Rights 

of our Constitution, and seeks to punish me for seeking to exercise my First Amendment rights 

by taking away my future benefits they have overreached in their powers and exercised 

arbitrary power over me, also violating my Rights under other Amendments, and thus I should 

be granted Compensatory Damages Relief requested along with all the other relief I seek in my 

case, and the additional items that I have argued for and the requested leave from the Judiciary 

to add. 

6.3.7. "Whether wisdom or unwisdom resides in the scheme of benefits set forth in Title II it is 

not for us to say. The answer to such inquiries must come from Congress, not the courts. Our 

concern here, as often, is with power, not with wisdom." Helvering v. Davis, supra, at 301 U. S. 

644. 

6.3.7.1. I argue, that this is double speak and self-protectionism, for Mr. Justice Harlan has gone 

to lengths to interpret the wisdom of the act and protect the act, and now his concern is only 

with the power of the actors, Congress, how is it then that he can ignore the overreach of 

power with the ex post facto considerations in the dissenting opinion, I can only conclude that 

he and those who supported this opinion have themselves overreached their Judiciary Powers 

to protect the legislation versus the people, just another reason to overturn the ruling in this 

case and award me all the relief that I seek in my case and have argued for and proven is 

justified. 

6.3.8. Particularly when we deal with a withholding of a noncontractual benefit under a social 

welfare program such as this, we must recognize that the Due Process Clause can be thought to 

interpose a bar only if the statute manifests a patently arbitrary classification, utterly lacking in 

rational justification. 

6.3.8.1. I argue, that the SSA’s and the ACA’s violation of my First and Eighth Amendment Rights 

is a “patently arbitrary classification, utterly lacking in rational justification” and is so broad 

reaching beyond my case that all of the Relief that I seek in my case and have argue for and 

proven should be awarded, with Emphasis on the unconstitutionality of both the ACA and the 

Social Security Act, and the damages against and the punishment for those individuals actually 

responsible for the violations of my rights. 

6.3.9. Such is not the case here. The fact of a beneficiary's residence abroad -- in the case of a 

deportee, a presumably permanent residence -- can be of obvious relevance to the question of 

eligibility. 
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6.3.9.1. One benefit which may be thought to accrue to the economy from the Social Security 

system is the increased over-all national purchasing power resulting from taxation of 

productive elements of the economy to provide payments to the retired and disabled, who 

might otherwise be destitute or nearly so, and who would generally spend a comparatively 

large percentage of their benefit payments. 

6.3.9.1.2. I argue, that this is no longer the case with all the illegal aliens within our country 

taking work away from others and sending money back home, supra. 

6.3.9.1.2. I argue, that for my case, the Compensatory Damages and other monetary damages 

are an advantage in that moneys from Social Security et al, would be spent today versus being 

lost because of the government denying me my benefits because my religious beliefs and 

practices, and isn’t that the exact purpose of the Social Security Act to protect me from the 

poor house, for holding to my beliefs and practices have caused me great financial harm, just 

the cost to of the effort to fight for my Republic Constitutional Liberties is mounting into the 

millions, for I’m a sole proprietor and a sole pro se, and every hour I spend in pro se is an hour 

of income and added profits lost.  Added profits have not been considered anywhere.  See 

Exhibit 29 28. 

6.3.10. Nor, apart from this, can it be deemed irrational for Congress to have concluded that 

the public purse should not be utilized to contribute to the support of those deported on the 

grounds specified in the statute. 

6.3.10.1. I argue, that the “public purse” used here is over generalizing the taxation in the act, 

for in the Tax Collection of the IRS for SS Administration, both identify a pocket within that 

purse specifically designated to the benefits fund for Social Security, and today that fund is a 

“trust fund”, supra. 

6.3.10. 2. I further argue, that Mr. Justice Harlan ignores the specific implications of ex post 

facto here, and past wrongs being punished, for Nestor was not part of the Communist Party 

when Congress made the changes to the Act. 

6.3.10. 3. I then argue, that the decisions in this case should not apply to my case because my 

case has its very own specific arguments that justify all the Relief I seek. 

6.3.11. The remaining, and most insistently pressed, constitutional objections rest upon Art. I, § 

9, cl. 3, and Art. III, (Page 363 U. S. 613) § 2, cl. 3, of the Constitution, and the Sixth 

Amendment.  [Footnote 6] It is said that the termination of appellee's benefits amounts to 

punishing him without a judicial trial, see Wong Wing v. United States, 163 U. S. 228; that the 

termination of benefits constitutes the imposition of punishment by legislative act, rendering § 

202(n) a bill of attainder, see United States v. Lovett, 328 U. S. 303; Cummings v. Missouri, 4 

Wall. 277; and that the punishment exacted is imposed for past conduct not unlawful when 
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engaged in, thereby violating the constitutional prohibition on ex post facto laws, See Ex parte 

Garland, 4 Wall. 333. [Footnote 7] Essential to the success of each of these contentions is the 

validity of characterizing as "punishment" in the constitutional sense the termination of 

benefits under § 202(n). 

6.3.11.1. I argue, that I have argued and proven for my case that punishment is imposed by the 

ACA and its religious exemption and secondarily by the Social Security Act, though these 

punishments don’t reach the level of “a bill of attainder” yet, but they do reach the level of “a 

bill of pains and penalties”, which is included in the prohibition in our Constitution, and thus I 

should be awarded all the Relief I seek in my complaint and the additional Relief that I seek in 

my Case. 

6.3.12. In determining whether legislation which bases a disqualification on the happening of a 

certain past event imposes a punishment, the Court has sought to discern the objects on which 

the enactment in question was (Page 363 U. S. 614) focused. 

6.3.12.1. Where the source of legislative concern can be thought to be the activity or status 

from which the individual is barred, the disqualification is not punishment, even though it may 

bear harshly upon one affected. 

6.3.12.1.1. I argue, that the Free Exercise of my religious beliefs and practices are not barred, 

but the Liberties and Freedoms are specifically protected by our Constitution, and thus the ACA 

and the Social Security Act do impose punishment of “a bill of pains and penalties” on me. 

6.3.12.2. The contrary is the case where the statute in question is evidently aimed at the person 

or class of persons disqualified. 

6.3.12.2.1. I argue, that my case fits here because my religious beliefs and practices, and I argue 

additionally, those of other citizens, don’t comply with the strict and specific religious tenets 

and date for documentation required by the Acts, that the Acts are thus aimed at me, and other 

persons with non-qualifying religious beliefs and practices and thus the Acts are 

unconstitutional and should be declared as such. 

6.3.12.3. In the earliest case on which appellee relies, a clergyman successfully challenged a 

state constitutional provision barring from that profession -- and from many other professions 

and offices -- all who would not swear that they had never manifested and sympathy or support 

for the cause of the Confederacy. Cummings v. Missouri, supra. The Court thus described the 

aims of the challenged enactment: "The oath could not . . . have been required as a means of 

ascertaining whether parties were qualified or not for their respective callings or the trusts with 

which they were charged. It was required in order to reach the person, not the calling. It was 

exacted, not from any notion that the several Acts designated indicated unfitness for the 
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callings, but because it was thought that the several Acts deserved punishment. . . ." Id. at 71 U. 

S. 320. (Emphasis supplied.) 

6.3.12.3.1. I argue, that for my case the strict religious tenets and date for documentation 

required by the Acts are to protect the Acts with selective religious exemption, and the Acts 

then use coercion to force participation or punishment of loss of benefits if the person seeks to 

exercise their Constitutional Rights of Freedom of Religion when they don’t fit with the religious 

constraints of the Acts. 

6.3.12.4. Only the other day the governing inquiry was stated, in an opinion joined by four 

members of the Court, in these terms:  "The question in each case where unpleasant 

consequences are brought to bear upon an individual for prior conduct is whether the 

legislative aim was to punish that individual for past activity, or whether the restriction of the 

individual comes about as a relevant incident to a regulation of a present situation, such as the 

proper qualifications for a profession." De Veau v. Braisted, 363 U. S. 144, 363 U. S. 160 

(plurality opinion). Page 363 U. S. 615.  In Ex parte Garland, supra, where the Court struck down 

an oath -- similar in content to that involved in Cummings -- required of attorneys seeking to 

practice before any federal court, as also in Cummings, the finding of punitive intent drew 

heavily on the Court's first-hand acquaintance with the events and the mood of the then recent 

Civil War, and "the fierce passions which that struggle aroused." Cummings v. Missouri, supra, 

at 71 U. S. 322. [Footnote 8] Similarly, in United States v. Lovett, supra, where the Court 

invalidated, as a bill of attainder, a statute forbidding -- subject to certain conditions -- the 

further payment of the salaries of three named government employees, the determination that 

a punishment had been imposed rested in large measure on the specific Congressional history 

which the Court was at pains to spell out in detail. See 328 U.S. at 328 U. S. 308-312. Most 

recently, in Trop v. Dulles, 356 U. S. 86, which held unconstitutional a statute providing for the 

expatriation of one who had been sentenced by a court-martial to dismissal or dishonorable 

discharge for wartime desertion, the majority of the Court characterized the statute as punitive. 

However, no single opinion commanded the support of a majority. The plurality opinion rested 

its determination, at least in part, on its inability to discern any alternative purpose which the 

statute could be thought to serve. Id. at 356 U. S. 97. The concurring opinion found in the 

specific historical evolution of the provision in question compelling evidence of punitive intent. 

Id. at 356 U. S. 107-109. 

6.3.12.4.1. I argue, that for my case the strict religious tenets and date for documentation 

required by the Acts are to protect the Acts with selective religious exemption, and the Acts 

then use coercion to force participation or punishment of loss of benefits if the person seeks to 

exercise their Constitutional Rights of Freedom of Religion when they don’t fit with the religious 

constraints of the Acts. 
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6.3.12.5. It is thus apparent that, though the governing criterion may be readily stated, each 

case has turned on its own highly particularized context. 

6.3.12.5. 1. I argue, that I have argued and proven the “highly particularized context” of my 

case and that all the Relief I seek in my Case should be awarded to me. 

6.3.12.6. Where no persuasive showing of a purpose "to reach the person, not the calling," 

Cummings v. Missouri, supra, at 71 U. S. 320, has been made, the Court has not hampered 

legislative regulation of activities within its sphere of concern, despite the often-severe effects 

such regulation has had on the persons subject to it. 

6.3.12.6.1. I argue, that because the Exercise of Religious Freedom was of such paramount 

concern to the Founding Fathers they included protections for it in the Declaration of 

Independence, the opening statement of the Constitution, and in the Amendments to our 

Constitution as the First Item of the Bill of Rights, and thus it was to be forever outside the 

sphere of concern of the Government, as long as it did not interfere with the Constitutional 

Rights of others, and as I have already argued my religious beliefs and practices do not interfere 

with the Constitutional Rights of others, and thus this Judiciary needs to hamper the ACA and 

the Social Security Act to protect my, and others Constitutional Rights, and declare the Acts 

unconstitutional, and award me all the Relief I seek. 

6.3.12.7. Thus, deportation has been held to be not punishment, but an exercise of the plenary 

owner of Congress to fix the conditions under which aliens are to be permitted to enter and 

remain in this country. 

6.3.12.7.1. Similarly, the setting by a State of qualifications for the practice of medicine, and 

their modification from time to time, is an incident of the State's power to protect the health 

and safety of its citizens, and its decision to bar from practice persons who commit or have 

committed a felony is taken as evidencing an intent to exercise that regulatory power, and not 

a purpose to add to the punishment of ex-felons. 

6.3.12.7.2. I argue, that in my case Congress has no such regulatory power, see also supra. 

6.3.13. Turning, then, to the particular statutory provision before us, appellee cannot 

successfully contend that the language and structure of § 202(n), or the nature of (Page 363 U. 

S. 617) the deprivation, requires us to recognize a punitive design. 

6.3.13.1. I argue, and have argued, that for my case the actions of the ACA and secondarily the 

actions of the Social Security Act are punitive involving excessive entanglement of government 

and religion, and violation of my Free Exercise of my religious beliefs and practices. 

6.3.13.2. Here, the sanction is the mere denial of a noncontractual governmental benefit. No 

affirmative disability or restraint is imposed … . 
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6.3.13.2.1. I argue, and have argued that the issue of benefits as property has already been 

established for my case, and that the actions of the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act 

are both affirmative restraints involving coercion, and thus my case needs specific 

considerations beyond this case and thus detailed and proper consideration to all my 

documents and arguments will show and prove support 4 the award of all the Relief that I seek. 

6.3.13.3. We observe initially that only the clearest proof could suffice to establish the 

unconstitutionality of a statute on such a ground. 

6.3.13.3.1. I argue, and have argued, and believe, that I have shown in the clearest terms, proof 

that the ACA and the Social Security Act violate my Constitutional Rights and thus the statutes 

should be declared unconstitutional, and all the Relief I seek in my case should be awarded. 

6.3.14. Judicial inquiries into Congressional motives are, at best, a hazardous matter, and when 

that inquiry seeks to go behind objective manifestations, it becomes a dubious [uncertain] affair 

indeed. 

6.3.14.1. I argue, that there is no going “behind objective manifestations” in my case, the 

manifestations of the ACA’s and secondarily the Social Security Act’s restrictive and punishing 

religious exemptions are clear and precise and violate our Constitution, and thus the Acts 

should be declared unconstitutional. 

6.3.15. Moreover, the presumption of constitutionality with which this enactment, like any 

other, comes to us forbids us lightly to choose that reading of the statute's setting which will 

invalidate it over that which will save it. 

6.3.15.1. I argue, then invalidate the Religious Exemption Sections of the Acts and make it 

voluntary, and the people can use their constitutional power to vote via participation or non-

participation for the continuation or sunset of these threshold statutes, as stated in the 

Declaration of Independence “2.  That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted 

among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, --“, and grant me my 

Compensatory Damages and all of the remaining Relief I seek in my Case. 

6.3.16. "[I]t is not on slight implication and vague conjecture that the legislature is to be 

pronounced to have transcended its powers, and its Acts to be considered as void."  Fletcher v. 

Peck, 6 Cranch 87, 10 U. S. 128. Page 363 U. S. 618 

6.3.16.1. I argue, that is why I have gone to the extents that I have in arguing my case and for all 

the Relief I seek in my Case. 

6.3.17. I argue, that after a lengthy listing of case history including Congressional arguments Mr. 

Justice Harlan; made the following statement as part of the court’s opinion. 
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6.3.17.1. It is impossible to find in this meagre history the unmistakable evidence of punitive 

intent which, under principles already discussed, is required before a Congressional enactment 

of this kind may be struck down. 

6.3.17.1.1. I argue, that I have argued, shown, and proven the punitive nature and intent of the 

Acts’ explicit restrictive religious exemptions, and thus they should be declared 

unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections be modified as argued above. 

6.3.18. To be sure, Congress did not apply the termination (Page 363 U. S. 620) provision to all 

deportees. 

6.3.18.1. I argue, that for my case the Acts do apply their restrictive definition of religious 

tenets and the absolute restrictive date by which these tenets have to be documented to all 

citizens, and those whose beliefs don’t comply either participate by abdicating their beliefs by 

either buying health insurance or paying an islamic zakat tax or if by chance succeed in 

obtaining a religious exemption suffer the punishment of loss of Social Security Act benefits and 

thus the Acts should be declared unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections 

be modified as argued above. 

6.3.19. Again, we cannot with confidence reject all those alternatives which imaginativeness 

can bring to mind, save that one which might require the invalidation of the statute. 

6.3.19.1. I argue, and have argued, that in my case the 1ST Amendment of our Constitution 

provides me with the Free Exercise of my religious beliefs and practices, and the protection 

against preference for one religion over another by the government in the Establishment 

Clause of that Amendment, so with confidence you now should declare the ACA and the Social 

Security Act et al unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections and they be 

modified supra. 

6.3.20. [Footnote 7] Appellee also adds, but hardly argues, the contention that he has been 

deprived of his rights under the First Amendment, since the adverse consequences stemmed 

from "mere past membership" in the Communist Party. This contention, which is no more than 

a collateral attack on appellee's deportation, is not open to him. 

6.3.20.1. I argue, and have argued, that in my case it is the depriving of my First Amendment 

Rights that is the foundation of my case, and now other Amendments have also become part of 

my arguments and part of my case, and is argued such with stare decisis, and supra. 

6.3.21. Section 202(n) was enacted as a small part of an extensive revision of the Social Security 

program. The provision originated in the House of Representatives. H.R. 9366, 83d Cong., 2d 

Sess., § 108. The discussion in the House Committee Report, H.R.Rep. No. 1698, 83d Cong., 2d 

Sess., pp. 5, 25, 77, does not express the purpose of the statute. However, it does say that the 

termination of benefits would apply to those persons who were "deported from the United 
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States because of illegal entry, conviction of a crime, or subversive activity. . . ." Id. at 25. It was 

evidently the thought that such was the scope of the statute resulting from its application to 

deportation under the 14 named paragraphs of § 241(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

Id. at 77. [Footnote 10] [Footnote 10] 

6.3.21.1. Paragraphs (1), (2), and (10) of § 241(a) relate to unlawful entry, or entry not 

complying with certain conditions; paragraphs (6) and ( 7) apply to "subversive" and related 

activities; 

6.3.21.1.1. Though the Immigration and Nationality Act, doesn’t apply to me or my Case, I felt 

compelled to make some arguments here, in line with Chief Justice Roberts’ use of surplusage 

in ACA cases supra. 

6.3.21.1.1.1. I argue, that there is “subversive” intent with the Acts involved with my case, 

Subversive refers to “that which Acts secretly against the government [people, for we are 

supposed to be a government of the people, by the people, for the people].”, Subversive Acts 

are those Acts designed to overthrow a government by force or other illegal means, supra, and 

therefore I argue, that a party in our  government can be subversive, even more so when they 

are the majority party, in their actions as much as the people or a group of people can be, and 

I’m not the only one who thinks this, “openly or secretly” Marci Hamilton writing for Justia, 

posted in Religion and Speech, 16-Apr-2015, The One-Religious-World-View Public Policy of the 

Conservative Christians and the Way Out:  The following are a couple of excerpts from the 

article: 

6.3.21.1.1.1.1. “When RFRA [Religious Freedom Restoration Act] began its journey through our 

society in 1993, the conservative Christian agenda was so deeply buried that the “Coalition for 

the Free Exercise of Religion” included the ACLU, Americans United for Separation of Church 

and State, and People for the American Way. President Clinton proudly signed it.” 

6.3.21.1.1.1.2. “While the RFRA movement started with a remarkable even if utterly misguided 

bipartisan coalition, it is increasingly clear that one religious cohort in the United States has 

stood to benefit, and that the RFRA push is really just an integral part of the larger goal of 

imposing one religious world view on national and state public policy. The result is that the 

claim to a generic religious liberty now rings hollow. More importantly, it is time for our elected 

representatives to be reminded that, under the Constitution, they are required to represent all 

Americans, regardless of faith or creed.”  Qualified by SCOTUS, supra, “That their faith and 

creed not interfere with the rights of others!”, which mine complies with. 

6.3.21.1.1.1.2.1. I argue, that now is the time and the case for the Judiciary to “adjust their 

remedies so as to grant all the necessary relief”, for me and all of US2 to remind the Legislative, 

and Executive branches of their very limited powers under our Constitution, and that under our 

Constitution all Americans are to be represented, and are not to be punished or excluded 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/363/603/case.html#F10


3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 84 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

because of their religious beliefs and practices as long as those beliefs and practices don’t 

interfere with the rights of others, as I, and others are now by the ACA, and secondarily the 

Social Security Act, thus it is right and just to award me all the Relief I Seek with emphasis on 

declaring both Acts unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections and they be 

modified as argued supra; and also the mandate tax of the ACA. 

6.3.21.2. the remainder of the included paragraphs are concerned with convictions of 

designated crimes, or the commission of Acts related to them, such as narcotics addiction or 

prostitution. 

6.3.21.2.1. I argue, that in my case my spiritual beliefs and practices, freedom of religion, is a 

right protected by our Constitution and is not a crime, and is not deserving of punishment! 

6.3.22. [Footnote 12] Excerpt: 

6.3.22.1. Social Security Amendments of 1955, Hearings before the Senate Committee on 

Finance, 84th Cong., 2d Sess., p. 1319. The Secretary went on to say that "present law 

recognizes only three narrowly limited exceptions (of which § 202(n) is one) to the basic 

principle that benefits are paid without regard to the attitudes, opinions, behavior, or personal 

characteristics of the individual. . . ." 

6.3.22.1.1. My case does not fall into one of these “three narrowly limited exceptions”, 

therefore I argue, that the Congresspersons who voted for the ACA, and the President who 

signed the ACA into law, by their actions, have substantially and unconstitutionally over 

reached into the religious rights and freedoms of mine, and other Americans, thus it is right and 

just that I receive all the Relief I Seek with emphasis to declare both the ACA, and the Social 

Security Act unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections and they be modified 

as argued supra; and also the islamic zakat mandate tax of the ACA. 

6.4. Mr. Justice Black, dissenting. 

6.4.1. For the reasons stated here and in the dissents of Mr. Justice Douglas and Mr. Justice 

Brennan, I agree with the District Court that the United States is depriving appellee, Ephram 

Nestor, of his statutory right to old-age benefits in violation of the United States Constitution. 

6.4.1.1. I argue, that in my case my arguments, proofs, and facts are so strongly in my favor that 

there should be unanimous consent that the Acts involved violate my Declared & Constitutional 

Liberties and that the penalties and taxes of those Acts should be returned to me as 

Compensatory Damages and all the other Relief I seek should be awarded to make an example 

of those in Most High Power, what happens when they attack our Republic form of 

Government, our Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, and our Bill of Rights. 
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6.4.2. These funds went to a special federal old-age and survivors insurance trust fund under 49 

Stat. 622, 53 Stat. 1362, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 401, in return for which Nestor, like millions of 

others, expected to receive payments when he reached the statutory age. 

6.4.2.1. I argue, and have argued, and I believe proven, that for my case the funds, taxes, 

related to my earnings record are my property and need to be returned to me as part of the 

Compensatory Damages detailed in my complaint, the Social Security Administration even lists 

the taxes paid at the bottom of the earnings record they provide to the tax payer, See Page 4 of 

Exhibit 5, which is part of the complaint, and by their very own definitions today, supra, they 

hold a dedicated place in the Treasury away from the general tax funds. 

6.4.3. This action, it seems to me, takes Nestor's insurance without just compensation, and in 

violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. Moreover, it imposes an ex post 

facto law and bill of attainder by stamping him, without a court trial, as unworthy to receive 

that for which he has paid and which the Government promised to pay him. 

6.4.3.1. I argue, that in my case it is “a bill of pains and penalties”, which is included in the 

prohibition in our Constitution, and the ACA imposes its pains, penalties and punishment, see 

my Response/Motion 27-Jun-2016 Item 4. (Doc. #14; Doc. #15), ex post facto to my payment of 

taxes to Social Security and ACA, and thus I should be awarded all the Relief I seek in my Case. 

6.4.4. In Lynch v. United States, 292 U. S. 571, this Court unanimously held that Congress was 

without power to repudiate and abrogate in whole or in part its promises to pay amounts 

claimed by soldiers under the War Risk Insurance Act of 1917, §§ 400-405, 40 Stat. 409. This 

Court held that such a repudiation was inconsistent with the provision of the Fifth Amendment 

that "No person shall be . . . deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; 

nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation." 

6.4.4.1. I argue, that my case is even stronger than the one quoted above, because in my case 

the Congresspersons who voted for the ACA, and the President who signed it are further 

overreaching their powers directly into the Declaration of Independence and our Constitution 

with the ACA, thus it is right and just that I receive all the Relief I Seek with emphasis to declare 

both the ACA, and the Social Security Act unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption 

sections and they be modified as argued supra; and also the islamic zakat mandate tax. 

6.4.4.2. The Court today puts the Lynch case aside on the ground that "It is hardly profitable to 

engage in conceptualizations regarding "earned rights" and "gratuities." From this sound 

premise, the Court goes on to say that, while "The "right" to Social Security benefits is in one 

sense "earned," Page 363 U. S. 623 yet the Government's insurance scheme now before us 

rests not on the idea of the contributors to the fund earning something, but simply provides 

that they may "justly call" upon the Government "in their later years, for protection from 'the 
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rigors of the poor house as well as from the haunting fear that such a lot awaits them when 

journey's end is near.'" 

6.4.4.2.1. I argue, that Social Security has become a Ponzi Scheme by the opinion of the court in 

Flemming v. Nestor, for it can now be argued that Congress, and the President took their lead 

from Charles Ponzi of 1920, “Ponzi's original scheme was based on the arbitrage of 

international reply coupons for postage stamps; however, he soon diverted investors' money to 

make payments to earlier investors and himself.[2]  [2.]  a b c d "Ponzi Schemes – Frequently Asked 

Questions". U.S Securities and Exchange Commission. U.S Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Retrieved 23 June 2012.  Citation:  From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ponzi_scheme”, thus it is right and just that I receive all the Relief 

I Seek with emphasis to declare both the ACA, and the Social Security Act unconstitutional, or at 

least the religious exemption sections and they be modified as argued supra; and also the 

islamic zakat mandate tax of the ACA. 

6.4.4.3. These are nice words, but they cannot conceal the fact that they simply tell the 

contributors to this insurance fund that, despite their own and their employers' payments, the 

Government, in paying the beneficiaries out of the fund, is merely giving them something for 

nothing, and can stop doing so when it pleases. 

6.4.4.3. 1. I argue, that it is a Ponzi Scheme for sure! 

6.4.4.4. This, in my judgment, reveals a complete misunderstanding of the purpose Congress 

and the country had in passing that law. 

6.4.4.4.1. I argue, that Mr. Justice Black’s opinion here is dead on, for it was FDR who said:  "We 

put those payroll contributions there so as to give the contributors a legal, moral, and political 

right to collect their pensions and unemployment benefits. With those taxes in there, no damn 

politician can ever scrap my social security program.", thus it is right and just that I receive all 

the Relief I Seek with emphasis to declare both the ACA, and the Social Security Act 

unconstitutional, or at least the religious exemption sections and they be modified as argued 

supra; and also the islamic zakat mandate tax of the ACA. 

6.4.4.5. It was then generally agreed, as it is today, that it is not desirable that aged people 

think of the Government as giving them something for nothing. 

6.4.4.5.1. An excellent statement of this view, quoted by MR. JUSTICE DOUGLAS in another 

connection, was made by Senator George, the Chairman of the Finance Committee when the 

Social Security Act was passed, and one very familiar with the philosophy that brought it about: 

"It comports better than any substitute we have discovered with the American concept that 

free men want to earn their security and not ask for doles -- that what is due as a matter of 

earned right is far better than a gratuity. . . ." "* * * *" "Social Security is not a handout; it is not 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ponzi_scheme
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charity; it is not relief. It is an earned right based upon the contributions and earnings of the 

individual. As an earned right, the individual is eligible to receive his benefit in dignity and self-

respect." 102 Cong.Rec. 15110. 

6.4.4.5.1.1. I argue, that it is just and right that I be award the Compensatory Damages I seek in 

my Complaint, along with all the other Relief I seek in my Case. 

6.4.4.6. The people covered by this Act are now able to rely with complete assurance on the 

fact that they will be compelled to contribute regularly to this fund whenever each contribution 

falls due. 

6.4.4.6.1. I argue, that if I don’t contribute to the fund or pay my ACA penalties because of my 

religious beliefs and practices the government will come after me for tax evasion, which is a 

felony, which brings into play “a bill of pains and penalties”, and that is why it is applicable in 

the previous arguments and other documents of my case, see my Response/Motion 27-Jun-

2016 Item 4. (Doc. #14; Doc. #15). 

6.4.4.6.2. I believe they are entitled to rely with the same assurance on getting the benefits 

they have paid for and have been promised, when their disability or age makes their insurance 

payable under the terms of the law. The Court did not permit the Government to break its 

plighted faith with the soldiers in the Lynch case; it said the Constitution forbade such 

governmental conduct.  I would say precisely the same thing here. 

6.4.4.6.1. I argue, that on the same premise as argued here by Justice Black, and even more so 

because in my case the ACA and Social Security Act intrude into our Constitutional protections 

for freedom of religion, that it is right and just that I receive all the Relief I Seek with emphasis 

to declare both the ACA, and the Social Security Act unconstitutional, or at least the religious 

exemption sections and they be modified as argued supra; and also the islamic zakat mandate 

tax of the ACA. 

6.4.5. I cannot believe that any private insurance company in America would be permitted to 

repudiate its matured contracts with its policyholders who have regularly paid all their 

premiums in reliance upon the good faith of the company. 

6.4.5.1. I argue, that this statement by Mr. Justice Black supports all my arguments that some of 

the Judiciary are more worried about protecting legislation than they are about protecting the 

people. 

6.4.5.2. I further argue, that this goes to show that some of the Judiciary, Legislators, and 

Presidents believe they are above our Supreme Law of the Land, Our Declaration of 

Independence, our Constitution, and our Bill of Rights!  They need to be made an example of 

that their beliefs and actions are unconstitutional and illegal and are criminal to reaching to the 

point of felonious, thus all the Relief I seek should be awarded to me. 
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6.4.6. It is true, as the Court says, that the original Act contained a clause, still in force, that 

expressly reserves to Congress "[t]he right to alter, amend, or repeal any provision" of the Act. 

§ 1104, 49 Stat. 648, 42 U.S.C. § 1304. 

6.4.6.1. Congress, of course, properly retained that power. It could repeal the Act so as to cease 

to operate its old-age insurance activities for the future. 

6.4.6.1.1. I argue, that what I’m asking the Judiciary to do is not allow Congress, or the 

President to overreach their powers into places that it doesn’t belong, such as my First 

Amendment Rights and my Fourteenth Amendment Rights and then try to punish me in 

violation of my Fourth, Fifth, and Eighth Amendment Rights.  And an example made of them 

will also benefit every other American and strengthen the continuance of our Republic. 

6.4.6.2. This means that it could stop covering new people, and even stop increasing its 

obligations to its old contributors.  But that is quite different from disappointing the just 

expectations of the contributors to the fund which the Government has compelled (Page 363 U. 

S. 625) them and their employers to pay its Treasury. 

6.4.6.2.1. I further argue, that as the Social Security Act stands today, I have earned benefits, 

and proof of these earnings was included with the detailing of the Compensatory Damages in 

my complaint. 

6.4.6.3. There is nothing "conceptualistic" about saying, as this Court did in Lynch, that such a 

taking as this the Constitution forbids. 

6.4.6.3.1. I argue, that as the Judiciary protected soldiers in Lynch, they should all the more 

protect me in exercising my spiritual freedoms of beliefs and practices, and thus all the Relief I 

seek in my case should be awarded. 

6.4.7. In part II of its opinion, the Court throws out a line of hope by its suggestion that, if 

Congress in the future cuts off some other group from the benefits they have bought from the 

Government, this Court might possibly hold that the future hypothetical act violates the Due 

Process Clause. 

6.4.7.1. I argue, that today in 2016 the Judiciary faces that other group, a group of one, because 

of the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act, and I believe I have argued and proven my 

case and that all the relief I seek in my case should be awarded, for it benefits all of US2. 

6.4.7.2. In doing so, it reads due process as affording only minimal protection, and under this 

reading it will protect all future groups from destruction of their rights only if Congress 

"manifests a patently arbitrary classification, utterly lacking in rational justification." 

6.4.7.2.1. I believe I have made the necessary arguments for the application of due process in 

my case. 
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6.4.7.2.2. The Due Process Clause, so defined, provides little protection indeed compared with 

the specific safeguards of the Constitution such as its prohibitions against taking private 

property for a public use without just compensation, passing ex post facto laws, and imposing 

bills of attainder. 

6.4.7.2.2.1. I believe, I have made the necessary arguments for the application of due process in 

my case, and for even a greater application of it because the Acts in question in my case intrude 

on my Constitutional First Amendment Protections and Rights that have been safeguarded over 

a long history of stare decisis as argued herein and in my preceding case Documents and 

Exhibits, and the ACA itself imposes an actual “a bill of pains and penalties” with its religious 

islamic economic code zakat tax. 

6.4.7.2.3. I cannot agree, however, that the Due Process Clause is properly interpreted when it 

is used to subordinate and dilute the specific safeguards of the Bill of Rights, and when "due 

process" itself becomes so wholly dependent upon this Court's idea of what is "arbitrary" and 

"rational." See Levine v. United States, 362 U. S. 610, 362 U. S. 620 (dissenting opinion); 

Adamson v. California, 332 U. S. 46, 332 U. S. 89-92 (dissenting opinion); Rochin v. California, 

342 U. S. 165, 342 U. S. 174 (concurring opinion). 

6.4.7.2.3.1. One reason for my belief in this respect is that I agree with what is said in the 

Court's quotation from Helvering v. Davis, 301 U. S. 619, 301 U. S. 644: "Whether wisdom or 

unwisdom resides in the scheme of benefits set forth in Title II it is not for (Page 363 U. S. 626) 

us to say. The answer to such inquiries must come from Congress, not the courts. Our concern 

here, as often, is with power, not with wisdom." 

6.4.7.2.3.1.1.  5.2.20.1. I argue, that Justice Cardozo displayed much “unwisdom” relative to our 

Constitution to protect the Social Security Act instead of returning it to the power of Congress 

to mend, is just another reason to declare the Social Security Act and the ACA et al 

unconstitutional. In 6.3.7.1. I argue, that “what was said” is double speak and self-

protectionism, for Mr. Justice Harlan has gone to lengths to interpret the wisdom of the act and 

protect the act, and now his concern is only with the power of the actors, Congress, how is it 

then that he can ignore the overreach of power with the ex post facto considerations in the 

dissenting opinion, I can only conclude that he and those who supported this opinion have 

themselves have overreached their Judiciary Powers to protect the legislation versus the 

people, just another reason to overturn the ruling in this case and award me all the relief that I 

seek in my case and have argued for and proven is justified. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.  And yet, the Court's assumption of its power to hold Acts unconstitutional because 

the Court thinks they are arbitrary and irrational can be neither more nor less than a judicial 

foray into the field of governmental policy. 
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6.4.7.2.3.2.1. By the use of this due process formula, the Court does not, as its proponents 

frequently proclaim, abstain from interfering with the congressional policy. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.1.1. I argue, that now is the time and the case to declare the Acts in question 

unconstitutional, and send them back to Congress to repair or let them fade into the Sunset; 

and no clearer sounding of this can be made but by having the striking of the gavel on the 

awarding of me all the Relief I seek. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.2. It actively enters that field with no standards except its own conclusion as to what 

is "arbitrary" and what is "rational." 

6.4.7.2.3.2.2.1. As I argued supra 4.5.3.2.4.4.2.1.3., I again argue here, that this appears more 

likely to be Chief Justice Roberts winking an eye at Nancy to indicate that he knew where she 

was coming from, and that he was supporting the abdicating of power to his judiciary, that has 

way more intellectual capability and is equipped to interpret and direct such legislation over 

Congress, even though it is in violation of the Constitutional Separation of Powers.  See Exhibit 

24 My comments inserted to the SCOTUS decision into No. 14–114, DAVID KING, ET AL., 

PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015; Exhibit 25 My comments inserted to the 

SCOTUS decision into Nat'l Fed'n of Indep. Bus. v. Sebelius 567 U.S. ___ (2012); and Exhibit 26: 

ZAKAT.  

6.4.7.2.3.2.3. And this elastic formula gives the Court a further power -- that of holding 

legislative Acts constitutional on the ground that they are neither arbitrary nor irrational, even 

though the Acts violate specific Bill of Rights safeguards. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.3.1. I am left to wonder, will a majority of the Judiciary allow Congressional, and 

Presidential Constitutional violations to reach into the First Amendment of our Constitution and 

even into the Roots of Republic, the Declaration of Independence in my case?  

6.4.7.2.3.2.4. See my dissent in Adamson v. California, supra. Whether this Act had "rational 

justification" was, in my judgment, for Congress; whether it violates the Federal Constitution is 

for us to determine, unless we are by circumlocution [the use of many words where fewer 

would do, especially in a deliberate attempt to be vague or evasive.] to abdicate the power that 

this Court has been held to have ever since Marbury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1. I argue, and have argued that it appears to me that the Judiciary has accepted 

additional powers, because Congress, and the President have been more than willing to 

abdicate their powers to the Judiciary: now it has struck me, as I work through all the stare 

decisis, it may just boil down to Congress, and the President using the Judiciary in a subversive 

way, they keep overreaching their powers until the Judiciary kicks back, all the while with the 

hope that by the time the Judiciary kicks back it will be too late, and the statutes will be so 

engrained that the Federal Government will have become too big to fail or jail, “I thought you 
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would be interested in this story I found on MSN: A Bank Too Big to Jail http:// a.msn.com /00/ 

en-us/BBunjW3?ocid=se; A Bank Too Big to Jail, Fair Game By GRETCHEN MORGENSON JULY 15, 

2016: 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.1. “Have you ever wondered why the crippling 2008 financial crisis generated 

almost no criminal prosecutions of large banks and their top executives?” 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.2. “Then take a moment to read the congressional report issued on July 11 titled 

“Too Big to Jail.” Citing internal documents that the United States Treasury took three years to 

produce, the report shows how regulators and prosecutors turned a potential criminal 

prosecution of a large global bank — HSBC — into a watered-down settlement that insulated its 

executives and failed to take into account the full scope of the bank’s violations.” 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.3. “The report, prepared by the Republican staff of the House Financial Services 

Committee, does not examine a matter related to the mortgage crisis. Rather, it looks at the 

Department of Justice’s [Democrats and implicated in my case] 2012 settlement with HSBC, the 

British banking behemoth, after accusations that it laundered nearly $900 million for drug 

traffickers and processed transactions on behalf of Cuba, Iran, Libya, Sudan and Myanmar, or 

Burma, when those countries were subject to United States sanctions. … ” I have not read the 

entire document or the links included. 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.4. “HSBC and its American subsidiary, HSBC Bank USA, agreed to pay almost $2 

billion under the settlement, striking a deferred prosecution arrangement that remains in place. 

Under such deals, the government agrees to delay or forgo prosecution of a company if it 

promises to change its behavior.” 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.4.1. “forgo prosecution of a company if it promises to change its behavior.” 

emphasis, just a portion of what I’m asking for relative to the Congresspersons that voted for 

the ACA; the president who signed the ACA into law; and those who would not help me with my 

Redress of grievances with the ACA, with one of the additions for my case being “the company 

leaders, Congresspersons involved, and the president have to be removed from power et al!” 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.5. Awe, is there a new revolution on the horizon raising the Standard of our 

Roots in our Declaration of Independence, one just need consider the craziness of the 2016 

presidential election and the mystification of all those in the know at why Trump is succeeding! 

6.4.7.2.3.2.4.1.6. Now is the time and the case to declare the Acts in question unconstitutional, 

and send them back to Congress to repair or let them fade into the Sunset; and no clearer 

sounding of this can be made but by having the striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all 

the Relief I seek. 

6.4.8. The Court, in part III of its opinion, holds that the 1954 Act is not an ex post facto law or 

bill of attainder even though it creates a class of deportees who cannot collect their insurance 

(6) Those cesspoolians in W.D.C.: the President, Blue & Red in Congress, a SCOTUS Justice, Media, et al R attacking Trump for self-protection!!  
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benefits because they were once Communists at a time when simply being a Communist was 

not illegal. 

6.4.8.1. I wonder, have we reached a time in our once Great Nation that once constitutionally 

protected rights are now at the whim of Congress, and/or the President, and the Justices that 

bow to their political affiliations? 

6.4.8.1.1. Just consider: the verbal artillery shells of the “Liberal Lioness – the Notorious R. B. 

G.”, Supreme Court Justice Ginsberg that have been targeted and fired on Republican 

Presidential Nominee Mr. Trump, they just can’t be pulled back and damage avoided once fired. 

6.4.8.2. I shudder to even wonder, but I must argue, considering the opinion of the court in the 

case being discussed by the justice it appears to be so, I believe, my argument is further 

supported by the dissenting opinion, supra. 

6.4.9. Although not believing that the particular label "punishment" is of decisive importance, I 

think the Act does impose punishment even in a classic sense. The basic reason for (Page 363 U. 

S. 627) Nestor's loss of his insurance payments is that he was once a Communist. 

6.4.9.1. I wonder, will a like court rule that, “He was once a good christian, but now he is not, so 

it is not unjust punishment, but deserved?”, and I’m sure Ruth the jew will stand with you! 

6.4.9.1.1. I counter this with, does our Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, and our 

Bill of Rights have a solid foundation or was it built on the shifting sands of the whims of a 

political party in Congress, the President and his executive puppets, and their servants in the 

Judiciary? 

6.4.9.1.1.1. I add, that a King of England was once so bold: just consider what happed to him 

and them when a small band of We the People stood up and said enough was enough!  I 

believe a similar band of We the People are supporting with baring our voting arms for Trump, 

and I’m one of them. 

6.4.10. In United States v. Lovett, 328 U. S. 303, 328 U. S. 315-316, we said: ". . . legislative Acts, 

no matter what their form, that apply either to named individuals or to easily ascertainable 

members of a group in such a way as to inflict punishment on them without a judicial trial are 

bills of attainder [the forfeiture of land and civil rights suffered as a consequence of a sentence 

of death for treason or felony.] prohibited by the Constitution." 

6.4.10.1. I argue, and have argued, that in my case it is “a bill of pains and penalties”, which is 

included in the prohibition in our Constitution, and thus I should be awarded all the relief I seek 

in my case. 

6.4.10.2. I argue, that it now looks like the Acts of my case have reached the status of “bills of 

attainder prohibited by the Constitution.” 
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6.4.11. Faithful observance of our holdings in that case, in Ex parte Garland, 4 Wall. 333, and in 

Cummings v. Missouri, 4 Wall. 277, would, in my judgment, require us to hold that the 1954 Act 

is a bill of attainder. It is a congressional enactment aimed at an easily ascertainable group; it is 

certainly punishment in any normal sense of the word to take away from any person the 

benefits of an insurance system into which he and his employer have paid their moneys for 

almost two decades; and it does all this without a trial according to due process of law. It is true 

that the Lovett, Cummings, and Garland Court opinions were (Page 363 U. S. 628) not 

unanimous, but they nonetheless represent positive precedents on highly important questions 

of individual liberty which should not be explained away with cobwebbery refinements. 

6.4.11.1. Awe, the expansion of my vocabulary in searching stare decisis, “stare decisis”, 

“parens patriae”, “cobwebbery”, “jiggery-pokery”, “fiat”, et al, and the definitions for some can 

also vary, and for others definitions cannot be found, “cobwebbery refinements of the tangled 

web of spiders and flies” must be like “the theory that a statute’s ambiguity constitutes an 

implicit delegation from Congress to the Judiciary to fill in the statutory gaps”, and let’s not 

forget “surplusage”, have I used too much surplusage?  I am, after all potentially going to be in 

a Face-Off with Chief Justice Roberts! 

6.4.11.2. If the Court is going to overrule these cases in whole or in part, and adopt the views of 

previous dissenters, I believe it should be done clearly and forthrightly. 

6.4.11.2.1. I argue, and have argued, for this exact thing from this Judiciary, and I believe have 

shown and proven the basis for this. 

6.4.12. A basic constitutional infirmity of this Act, in my judgment, is that it is a part of a pattern 

of laws all of which violate the First Amendment out of fear that this country is in grave danger 

if it lets a handful of Communist fanatics or some other extremist group make their arguments 

and discuss their ideas. 

6.4.12.1. I argue, and have argued, that the ACA is just another extension of this pattern, that 

President Franklin Pierce forewarned about in his veto letter to congress in 1854, it is the time 

and the case to declare the Acts in question unconstitutional, and send them back to Congress 

to repair or let them fade into the Sunset; and no clearer sounding of this can be made but by 

having the striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all the Relief I seek. 

6.4.12.2. This fear, I think, is baseless. It reflects a lack of faith in the sturdy patriotism of our 

people and does not give to the world a true picture of our abiding strength. It is an unworthy 

fear in a country that has a Bill of Rights containing provisions for fair trials, freedom of speech, 

press and religion, and other specific safeguards designed to keep men free. 

6.4.12.2.1. I agree, this fear, I think, is baseless, but I add the greater fear for the citizens of the 

United States, is the Three Branches of Federal Government comingling their powers to protect 
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each other instead of the citizens. I further argue, that the people are rebelling against the 

President, Congress, and the Judiciary for this very thing, “the same old same old”, in this 2016 

election and that’s why two polar opposites are bringing so much discontent to both the 

donkeys and the elephants, we will have to wait and see who wins, but I support Trump. 

6.4.13. I repeat once more that I think this Nation's greatest security lies not in trusting to a 

momentary majority of this Court's view at any particular time of what is "patently arbitrary," 

but in wholehearted devotion to and observance of our constitutional freedoms. See Wieman 

v. Updegraff, 344 U. S. 183, 344 U. S. 192 (concurring opinion). 

6.4.13.1. I argue, that our Founding Fathers knew best when they declared, “That to secure 

these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the 

consent of the governed, --That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of 

these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new 

Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in such form, as 

to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.””, now is the time and the 

case to declare the Acts in question unconstitutional, and send them back to Congress to repair 

or let them fade into the Sunset; and no clearer sounding of this can be made but by having the 

striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all the Relief I seek. 

6.4.14. I would affirm the judgment of the District Court which held that Nestor is 

constitutionally entitled to collect his insurance. 

6.4.14.1. As I just asked the Judiciary to do in 6.4.13.1. 

6.5. Mr. Justice Douglas, dissenting. 

6.5.1. This 1954 law seems to me to be a classic example of a bill of attainder, which Art. I, § 9 

of the Constitution prohibits Congress from enacting. A bill of attainder is a legislative act which 

inflicts punishment without a judicial trial. 

6.5.1.1. I argue, that in my case, at present, it is a classic example of “a bill of pains and 

penalties”, for they have not sought my life, yet, did they seek the life of Mr. Justice Scalia, I’m 

not overly prone to conspiracy, but after reading his dissenting opinion in No. 14–114, DAVID 

KING, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. SYLVIA BURWELL, ET AL., 25-Jun-2015, I must admit, I’m left 

wondering! 

6.5.2. In the old days, punishment was meted out to a creditor or rival or enemy by sending him 

to the gallows. But, as recently stated by Irving Brant, [Footnote 2/1] 

6.5.2.1. ". . . By smiting a man day after day with slanderous words, by taking away his 

opportunity to earn a living, you can drain the blood from his veins without even scratching his 

skin." 



3:16-cv-93 Plaintiff’s Page 95 of 101 Exhibit 17 
 

6.5.2.1.1. The verbal artillery shells of the “Liberal Lioness – the Notorious R. B. G.”, Supreme 

Court Justice Ginsberg that have been targeted and fired on Republican Presidential Nominee 

Mr. Trump, they just can’t be pulled back and damage avoided once fired. 

6.5.2.1.2. I argue, that this is also exactly what the Democrats are doing to the conservative 

citizens of our United States with their political correctness for the smallest of liberal groups in 

the building of their coalition to take over our Republic form of Government, and make it a 

socialist-communist form, and this is exactly what President Franklin Pierce forewarned about. 

6.5.2.2. "Today's bill of attainder is broader than the classic form, and not so tall and sharp.” 

6.5.2.2.1. There is mental in place of physical torture, and confiscation of tomorrow's bread and 

butter instead of yesterday's land and gold.” 

6.5.2.2.1.1. I argue, as in my case the torture via coercion to abdicate my religious beliefs and 

practices or be punished for them, and if such torture leads to excessive stress and death, then 

I guess in moves from “a bill of pains and penalties” to a true “bill of attainder”!  See 6.5.2.1. 

6.5.2.3. What is perfectly clear is that hate, fear and prejudice play the same role today in the 

destruction of human rights in America that they did in England when a frenzied mob of lords, 

judges, bishops and shoemakers turned the Titus Oates blacklist into a hangman's record. 

6.5.2.3.1. I argue, that this is exactly what the Democrats are playing off of with their political 

correctness for smallest of liberal groups in the building of their coalition to take over our 

Republic form of Government, and make it a liberal-socialist-islamic-communist form, and this 

is exactly what President Franklin Pierce forewarned about, and so too Hamilton in 62.3.23.5. of 

3RD MOP – PLAINTIFF’S FINAL PLEADINGS 4 FREEDOM! 

6.5.2.3.1.1. Is Secretary Hillary Clinton not using this very monologue, publically, to attack Mr. 

Trump, and she includes words like “egalitarian – democracy”, which sounds too much like 

obama’s, “deliberative democracy”, where everyone shall have everything they want: again see 

62.3.23.5. of 3RD MOP – PLAINTIFF’S FINAL PLEADINGS 4 FREEDOM! 

6.5.2.4. Hate, jealousy and spite continue to fill the legislative attainder lists just as they did in 

the Irish Parliament of ex-King James. " 

6.5.2.4.1. I will argue this is the case with the ACA relative to the Democrats and their view of 

Liberties and Freedoms in our Supreme Law of the Land, and I will further argue that it is fully 

expressed in their abdication of “Ministerial Duty” to protect our Constitution. 

6.5.2.4.1.1. It is for this very reason that these Federal Questions exit before the Judiciary 

today, for the Congresspersons who passed ACA, and the President who signed the ACA, used 

the language of the ACA’s religious exemption to take away what their “Ministerial Duty” 

requires them to protect: to quote the then leader of the House of Representatives, the body of 
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our Congress responsible for taxation, Ms Nancy Pelosi, “But we have to pass the bill so that 

you can find out what is in it away from the fog of controversy.”, but here it is no cartoon, wink- 

wink-winkerry left aside. 

6.5.2.4.1.2. I further argue that it was egregious, because the Religious Exemption language is 

around a page and one half,  I even further argue that in doing so they abdicated their powers 

to the Judiciary diminishing the separation of powers further violating their “Ministerial Duties” 

as representatives under oath to me, and the Americans of We the People. 

6.5.3. Bills of attainder, when they imposed punishment less than death, were bills of pains and 

penalties, and equally beyond the constitutional power of Congress. Cummings v. Missouri, 

supra, at 71 U. S. 323. 

6.5.3.1. As I have argued above and in other documents for my case. 

6.5.4. Punishment in the sense of a bill of attainder includes the "deprivation or suspension of 

political or civil rights." 

6.5.4.1. Cummings v. Missouri, supra, at 71 U. S. 322. In that case, it was barring a priest from 

practicing his profession. 

6.5.4.2. In Ex parte Garland, 4 Wall. 333, it was excluding a man from practicing law in the 

federal courts. 

6.5.4.3. In United States v. Lovett, 328 U. S. 303, it was cutting off employees' compensation 

and barring them permanently from government service. 

6.5.4.4. I argue, that I’m learning more than just new words, but different definitions for 

phrases, so what I argued relative to “a bill of pains and penalties” above and in other 

documents, has now become a true “bill of attainder”, for my civil rights have been infringed 

upon and some cut off as argued above and in other documents for my case; and in my criminal 

complaint to the FBI and DOJ more than 10 months ago all the more reason for this to be the 

time and the case to declare the Acts in question unconstitutional, and send them back to 

Congress to repair or let them fade into the Sunset; and no clearer sounding of this can be 

made but by having the striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all the Relief I seek. 

6.5.4.5. Cutting off a person's livelihood by denying him accrued social benefits -- part of his 

property interests -- is no less a punishment. 

6.5.4.5.1. I argue, that I have had to make some very difficult decision in my personal and work 

life to uphold my spiritual beliefs and practices, and I have suffered for it more than just a little 

bit financially, but I never thought I would have to fight my Federal Government because of my 

spiritual beliefs and practices, all the more reason for this to be the time and the case to 

declare the Acts in question unconstitutional, and send them back to Congress to repair or let 
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them fade into the Sunset; and no clearer sounding of this can be made but by having the 

striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all the Relief I seek, without delay. 

6.5.6. Here, as in the other cases cited, the penalty exacted has one of the classic purposes of 

punishment [Footnote 2/2] -- "to reprimand the wrongdoer, to deter others." Trop v. Dulles, 

356 U. S. 86, 356 U. S. 96 Page 363 U. S. 631. 

6.5.6.1. [Footnote 2/2]  The broad sweep of the idea of punishment behind the concept of the 

bill of attainder was stated as follows by Irving Brant, op. cit. supra, note 1, 9-10: 

6.5.6.1.1.  "In 1794, the American people were in a state of excitement comparable to that 

which exists today. Supporters of the French Revolution had organized the Democratic Societies 

-- blatantly adopting that subversive title. Then the Whisky Rebellion exploded in western 

Pennsylvania. The Democratic Societies were blamed. A motion censuring the Societies was 

introduced in the House of Representatives." 

6.5.6.1.1.1. I argue, and have argued, that the new liberal-social-islamic-communist democrat 

party in America has adopted, or should I say, kidnapped, the subversive title, “Democrats”, 

and I’m asking this Judiciary to push back on them and their unconstitutional ACTs, and 

Rhetoric and no clearer sounding of this can be made but by having the striking of the gavel on 

the awarding of me all the Relief I seek, without delay. 

6.5.6.1.2. "There, in 1794, you had the basic division in American thought -- on one side, the 

doctrine of political liberty for everybody, with collective security resting on the capacity of the 

people for self-government; on the other side, the doctrine that the people could not be 

trusted, and political liberty must be restrained." 

6.5.6.1.2.1. I argue, and have argued, that the new liberal-social-islamic-communist democrat 

party in America “The Democrats”, have been so subtle and proficient that they have hardly 

been considered for their real intent until the passing of the ACA, and I’m asking this Judiciary 

to push back on them and their unconstitutional ACTs, and Rhetoric and award me all the Relief 

that I seek. 

6.5.6.1.3. "James Madison challenged this latter doctrine. The investigative power of Congress 

over persons, he contended, was limited to inquiry into the conduct of individuals in the public 

service. 'Opinions,' he said, 'are not the subjects of legislation.' Start criticizing people for abuse 

of their reserved rights, and the censure might extend to freedom of speech and press. What 

would be the effect on the people thus condemned? Said Madison:" 

6.5.6.1.3.1.  I argue, and have argued, that the new liberal-social-islamic-communist democrat 

party in America “The Democrats”, have been so subtle and proficient that they have hardly 

been considered for their real intent until the passing of the ACA, which in fact as presented in 

my complaint and argued for in my case, censures the First Amendment Rights of citizens and 
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imposes “pains and penalties” on them, which has now becomes “bills of attainder” and I’m 

asking this Judiciary to push back on them and their unconstitutional ACTs, and Rhetoric and 

award me all the Relief that I seek. 

6.5.6.1.4. "It is in vain to say that this indiscriminate censure is no punishment. . . . Is not this 

proposition, if voted, a bill of attainder?" 

6.5.6.1.4.1. I argue, in my case the ACA and the SSA are now is “bills of attainder”! 

6.5.6.1.5. "Madison won his fight not because he called the resolution a bill of attainder, but 

because it attainted too many men who were going to vote in the next election. The definition, 

however, was there -- a bill of attainder -- and the definition was given by the foremost 

American authority on the principles of liberty and order underlying our system of 

government." 

6.5.6.1.5.1. I argue, is it coincidence that my case should come before the Judiciary at a time of 

election, with my case strengthened both by Madison’s arguments 222 years ago, and 

President Franklin Pierce’s forewarning of a 162 years ago: per Leroy Jethro Gibbs, nothing is 

coincidence, therefore I plead before this court, and no clearer sounding of this can be made 

but by having the striking of the gavel on the awarding of me all the Relief I seek, without delay: 

so “Give me liberty, or give me death!” 

6.5.7. Social Security payments are not gratuities. They are products of a contributory system, 

the funds being raised by payment from employees and employers alike, or, in case of self-

employed persons, by the individual alone. 

6.5.7.1 I will let the words of Mr. Justice Douglas argue for me, for they have once before in 

similar form been argued already by me and Mr. Justice Black. 

6.5.7.2. See Social Security Board v. Nierotko, 327 U. S. 358, 327 U. S. 364. 

6.5.7.3. The funds are placed in the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, 42 

U.S.C. § 401(a); and only those who contribute to the fund are entitled to its benefits, the 

amount of benefits being related to the amount of contributions made. 

6.5.7.4. See Stark, Social Security: Its Importance to Lawyers, 43 A.B.A.J. 319, 321 (1957). 

6.5.7.5. As the late Senator George, long Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee and one of 

the authors of the Social Security system, said: 

6.5.7.5.1. "There has developed through the years a feeling both in and out of Congress that the 

contributory social insurance principle fits our times -- that it serves a vital need that cannot be 

as well served otherwise. It comports better than any substitute we have discovered with the 

American concept that free men want to earn their security and not ask for doles -- that what is 
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due as a matter of earned right is far better than a gratuity. . . ." "* * * *" "Social security is not 

a handout; it is not charity; it is not relief. It is an earned right based upon the (Page 363 U. S. 

632) contributions and earnings of the individual. As an earned right, the individual is eligible to 

receive his benefit in dignity and self-respect." 102 Cong.Rec. 15110. 

6.5.7.6. Thank you, Mr. Justice Douglas, Mr. Justice Black, FDR, LBJ, Senator George, Hamilton, 

Madison, Henry, Jefferson, et al. 

6.5.8. Social Security benefits have rightly come to be regarded as basic financial protection 

against the hazards of old age and disability. As stated in a recent House Report: "The old-age 

and survivors insurance system is the basic program which provides protection for America's 

families against the loss of earned income upon the retirement or death of the family provider. 

The program provides benefits related to earned income and such benefits are paid for by the 

contributions made with respect to persons working in covered occupations." H.R.Rep. No. 

1189, 84th Cong., 1st Sess. 2. 

6.5.9. Congress concededly might amend the program to meet new conditions. But may it take 

away Social Security benefits from one person or from a group of persons for vindictive 

reasons? 

6.5.10. Could Congress on deporting an alien for having been a Communist confiscate his home, 

appropriate his savings accounts, and thus send him out of the country penniless? 

6.5.10.1.  I think not. 

6.5.10.2.  Any such Act would be a bill of attainder. 

6.5.10.3.  The difference, as I see it, between that case and this is one merely of degree. 

6.5.10.4.  Social Security benefits, made up in part of this alien's own earnings, are taken from 

him because he once was a Communist. 

6.5.11. The view that § 202(n), with which we now deal, imposes a penalty was taken by 

Secretary Folsom, appellant's (Page 363 U. S. 633) predecessor, when opposing enlargement of 

the category of people to be denied benefits of Social Security, e.g., those convicted of treason 

and sedition. He said: 

6.5.11.1. "Because the deprivation of benefits as provided in the amendment is in the nature of 

a penalty and based on considerations foreign to the objectives and provisions of the old-age 

and survivors insurance program, the amendment may well serve as a precedent for extension 

of similar provisions to other public programs and to other crimes which, while perhaps 

different in degree, are difficult to distinguish in principle." 
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6.5.11.1.1. Must I argue, I must, that it appears that having religious beliefs and practices that 

are not perfectly aligned with the Federal Governments specifically defined religious tenets and 

the date by which those tenets are to be cast in stone is a crime, at this time I’m not sure of the 

full extent of the punishment, but there should be absolutely no punishment for me and that’s 

why once again I ask this Judiciary to push back on Congress, and the President for their 

unconstitutional ACTs, and Rhetoric and award me all the Relief that I seek. 

6.5.11.2. "The present law recognizes only three narrowly limited exceptions [Footnote 2/3] to 

the basic principle that benefits are paid without regard to the attitudes, opinions, behavior, or 

personal characteristics of the individual. . . ." 

6.5.11.1.1. I argue once again, that there is no narrow limitation in the ACA, it is actually the 

opposite, the narrow limitation is for the protection of very select groups and thus the ACA and 

secondarily the Social Security Act should be declared unconstitutional and all the Relief I seek 

awarded. 

6.5.12. The aim and purpose are clear -- to take away from a person by legislative fiat property 

which he has accumulated because he has acted in a certain way or embraced a certain 

ideology. [fiat. You might think a fiat is just an Italian car, but it actually means a legal, 

authoritative decision that has absolute sanction. From the Latin for "let it be done," the word 

fiat is a binding edict issued by a person in command.] That is a modern version (Page 363 U. S. 

634) of the bill of attainder -- as plain, as direct, as effective as those which religious passions 

once loosed in England and which later were employed against the Tories here. [Footnote 2/4] 

6.5.12.1. I argue, that the ACA is legislative fiat, an absolute sanction, on the Freedom of 

Religion, our very Republic, and should be declared unconstitutional. 

6.5.12.2. [Footnote 2/4] Brandt, op. cit., supra, note 1, states at p. 9: 

6.5.12.2.1. "What were the framers aiming at when they forbade bills of attainder? They were, 

of course, guarding against the religious passions that disgraced Christianity in Europe. But 

American bills of attainder, just before 1787, were typically used by Revolutionary assemblies 

to rid the states of British Loyalists. By a curious coincidence, it was usually the Tory with a good 

farm who was sent into exile, and all too often it was somebody who wanted that farm who 

induced the legislature to attaint him. Patriotism could serve as a cloak for greed as easily as 

religion did in that Irish Parliament of James the Second." 

6.5.12.2.1.1. I argue, that, welfare acts, the ACA, can serve as a cloak for subversive liberal-

socialist-islamic-communist code, and such Acts have no place in our United States and the 

Republic for which it Stands, and should be rendered to the bone pile of unconstitutional 

legislation, and I vehemently plead to this Judiciary to do just that and award all the Relief I 

seek. 
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6.6. Mr. Justice Brennan, with whom The Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Douglas join, dissenting. 

6.6.1. The Court seems to acknowledge that the statute bears harshly upon the individual 

disqualified, but states that this is permissible when a statute is enacted as a regulation of the 

activity. 

6.6.1.1. I argue, that Religious activity, beliefs and practices, are protected by the First 

Amendment, and cannot be regulated unless they interfere with the Constitutional Rights of 

others; that the ACA is an act of attainder and that it is impermissible under our Constitution; 

and thus the ACA and secondarily the Social Security Act should be declared unconstitutional, 

and I be awarded all the other relief I seek. 

6.6.2. The Court inveighs [writes about with great hostility] against invalidating a statute on 

"implication and vague conjecture." 

6.6.2.1. Rather, I think the Court has strained to sustain the statute on "implication and vague 

conjecture," in holding that the congressional concern was "the activity or status from which 

the individual is barred." 

6.6.2.1.1. I have argued, that it appears to me that some of the Judiciary seek to protect 

legislation over citizens, and I think that is what Mr. Justice Brennan is arguing here and 

supports my vary arguments concerning this. 

6.6.3. Today's decision sanctions the use of the spending power not to further the legitimate 

objectives of the Social Security program, but to inflict hurt upon those who by their conduct 

have incurred the displeasure of Congress. 

6.6.3.1. I argue, that the court decisions related to the ACA due basically the same thing, that 

previous decisions related to welfare acts have done, given the new liberal-socialist-islamic-

communist democrat party, the Democrats, the boldness to even further attack the First 

Amendment Rights with the ACA by using coercion and inflicting punishment, and thus both 

Acts should be declared unconstitutional, and my Compensatory Damages awarded to me as 

detailed in my Complaint and all the other Relief I seek also be awarded to me. 

6.6.4. The Framers ordained that even the worst of men should not be punished for their past 

Acts or for any conduct without adherence to the procedural safeguards written into the 

Constitution. Today's decision is to me a regretful retreat from Lovett, Cummings, and Garland. 

6.6.4.1. Section 202(n) imposes punishment in violation of the prohibition against ex post facto 

laws and without a judicial trial. [Footnote 3/8] [Footnote 3/8]  It is unnecessary for me to reach 

the question whether the statute also constitutes a bill of attainder. 

6.6.4.2. I argue, that many devote religious people consider me the worst of men, but for the 

PERFECT SAVING GRACE and MERCY of GOD my soul is protected. 


