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1.0 The Crisis of Usurpation: An Introduction 

The American legal system faces not a mere procedural breakdown, but a full-scale 
constitutional crisis: a silent coup executed not by arms, but by institutional deceit. For 
generations, a professional class unaccountable to the people has gradually dismantled the 
architecture of constitutional justice. In its place stands a bureaucratic oligarchy that no longer 
serves its rightful sovereigns the people but protects its own power. 

This is not reformable error; it is deliberate usurpation. 

Civil government, as declared in foundational charters such as the Massachusetts Constitution of 
1780, exists solely "for the common good… and not for the profit or emolument of those who 
administer it." The judiciary is no exception. Its sole legitimate purpose is to secure the rights of 
the people and declare the law as written not to invent new doctrines, bend to political interests, 
or serve institutional convenience. 

In a free republic, all authority is delegated, not inherent. Any exercise of power not derived 
explicitly from the people is treason against popular sovereignty. When courts reinterpret laws 
beyond their text, disregard natural rights, or align with executive power against individual 
liberty, they do not err they rebel. As Montesquieu warned in The Spirit of Laws, liberty is lost 
"when the legislative and executive powers are united in the same person, or in the same body of 
magistrates" (Book XI, Ch. 6). 

Thus, where judicial power exceeds its constitutional bounds, the people possess not only the 
right but the duty to intervene. The Declaration of Independence still binding as a statement of 
American political theology confirms that "whenever any Form of Government becomes 
destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it." 

We affirm: the judiciary’s only lawful function is to declare what the law is, not what it ought to 
be, and only when consistent with the law of God, the laws of nature, and the written 
constitutions of the states and the union. Any deviation is a breach of the judicial oath and a 
usurpation of authority. As State v. Post (1845) reminds us, courts are bound to “declare the law, 
not to make it.” 

In this hierarchy of authority, the natural law stands first, followed by constitutional enactments, 
and only then statutory law. As Thomas Cooley observed, "[r]ights can be abridged only by due 
process of law… meaning in full accordance with the settled maxims and usages of the common 
law." This is no rhetorical flourish. When the state abandons this order, every abuse becomes not 
only a rights violation but grounds for removal of the offending officials judges, clerks, 
prosecutors, or executive officers. 

Thomas Jefferson, channeling the unalienable sovereignty of the people, warned that “the 
judiciary, independent of the will of the nation, is a despotism.” In that spirit, the people retain 
the right to restore lawful government when every other avenue is exhausted. 
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1.1 The Indictment: Exposing the Four Pillars of Illegitimacy 

To restore the rule of law, we must first deconstruct the illegitimate framework that has replaced 
it. The modern legal crisis rests upon four specific, systemic usurpations of power that have 
corrupted the very meaning of justice. The following four pillars form the foundation of this 
indictment, each a direct charge exposing a fatal deviation from constitutional principles and the 
original intent of the Framers. 

2.0 Pillar One, The Usurpation of Counsel: The Fallacy of the Bar 

The Sixth Amendment is a model of clarity: “In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall 
enjoy the right… to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence.” The text says “Counsel,” 
not “attorney.” It specifies no requirement for a bar license, government approval, or 
membership in a professional guild. The Framers understood “counsel” in its original, unadorned 
sense. Sir William Blackstone, the preeminent legal authority of their time, wrote that “counsel 
here means a privy adviser, not a sworn officer.” Sir Edward Coke, another giant of English law, 
confirmed in 1628 that counsel are simply “persons admitted to assist the prisoner” admitted by 
the choice of the accused, not by the state. 

This original understanding has been consistently affirmed by leading American thinkers. James 
Madison warned that adhering to the Constitution’s original meaning is the “only legitimate 
construction.” Abraham Lincoln practiced law based on reputation and self-study, not a bar card. 
Clarence Darrow, one of history’s most celebrated defense advocates, built his career outside the 
confines of mandatory licensing. 

The modern requirement that counsel be a bar-admitted “officer of the court” creates an 
irreconcilable conflict of interest, a reality the Supreme Court has repeatedly acknowledged, yet 
never resolved in favor of the client. Thomas Cooley, in his Constitutional Limitations (1890, p. 
330), exposes the inherent contradiction: “These persons, before entering upon their 
employment, were to take an oath of fidelity to the courts, whose officers they were, and to their 
clients, and it was their special duty to see that no wrong was done to their clients, by means of 
false or partial witnesses, or through the perversion or misapplication of law by the court.” Yet, 
Cooley reveals the fatal flaw: “Strangely enough, however, the aid of this profession was denied 
in the very cases when it was needed most, and it has caused a long struggle, continuing even 
into the present century, to rid the English criminal law of one of its most horrible features. In 
civil causes and on charges for misdemeanor, the parties were entitled to the aid of counsel in 
eliciting the facts and in presenting both the facts and the law to the court and the jury. But when 
the government charged a party with treason or felony, he was denied this privilege. Only such 
legal questions as he could suggest would counsel be allowed to argue for him, and this is but a 
poor privilege to one who is himself unlearned in the law, and who, as he cannot fail to perceive 
the monstrous injustice of the whole proceeding, will be quite likely to accept any perversion of 
the law that occurs in the course of it as quite regular, because entirely in the spirit that denies 
him a defense. Only after the Revolution of 1688 was a full defense allowed in trials for treason, 
and not until 1836 was the same privilege extended to persons accused of other felonies.” 
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Cooley further underscores the moral and constitutional imperative: “With us, it is a universal 
principle of constitutional law that the prisoner shall be allowed a defense by counsel. The 
humanity of the law has generally provided that when a prisoner is unable to employ counsel, 
the court may designate someone to defend him, who shall be paid by the government. There 
were no such provisions made as to the duty which counsel so designated owes to his profession, 
to the court engaged in the trial, and to the cause of justice, not to withhold his best exertions in 
the defense of one who has the double misfortune to be stricken by poverty and accused by crime. 
No one is at liberty to decline such an appointment. It is to be hoped that few would be disposed 
to do so” (Constitutional Limitations, p. 330). This duty, however, is undermined by the oath 
itself, which binds counsel to the court as its officer, creating a divided loyalty. Cooley 
condemns this betrayal: “No man is justified who defends even a just cause with the weapons of 
fraud and falsehood, and no man can excuse himself for accepting the confidence of the accused 
and then betraying it by a feeble and heartless defense.” 

The oath’s dual allegiance, to the court and to the client, creates a structural conflict. When 
counsel prioritizes fidelity to the judiciary over the accused, the Sixth Amendment’s guarantee is 
nullified. The bar’s licensing regime does not protect competence; it enforces compliance. As 
Cooley’s historical critique demonstrates, the English practice of denying counsel in the gravest 
cases was a deliberate suppression of justice, and the modern bar’s oath reinstates that 
suppression under the guise of professionalism. The right to counsel is not a state-granted 
privilege but a sovereign entitlement, immune to legislative or judicial abridgment. Any system 
that demands counsel swear allegiance to the court over the client transforms defense into 
complicity, rendering bar-admitted counsel constitutionally defective. 

2.1 Judicial Precedent Against Divided Loyalty 

• Glasser v. United States (1942): The Supreme Court established a foundational principle 
in Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60 (1942), that a defense divided by conflicting 
allegiance is no defense at all. The Court held that the Sixth Amendment right to counsel 
is violated when an attorney’s loyalty is compromised, stating: "The assistance of counsel 
guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment contemplates that such assistance be untrammeled 
and unimpaired by a court order requiring that one lawyer shall simultaneously 
represent conflicting interests." This ruling underscores that an attorney’s primary duty, 
when mandated as an "officer of the court" under bar association oaths, inherently divides 
their allegiance away from the client. This conflict arises because bar-admitted counsel is 
bound by judicial and bar rules-such as confidentiality to the court over the client-directly 
undermining the accused’s defense. 

• Cuyler v. Sullivan (1980): Building on Glasser, Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U.S. 335 (1980), 
confirmed that any divided loyalty, such as allegiance to a bar oath, creates a per se 
constitutional violation of the right to counsel. The Court ruled: "The mere possibility of a 
conflict of interest is insufficient to impugn a criminal conviction; to set aside a 
conviction or sentence solely because of a conflict, a defendant must demonstrate that 
counsel actively represented conflicting interests and that an actual conflict of interest 
adversely affected his lawyer’s performance." However, the mandatory bar oath-
requiring attorneys to prioritize court orders and bar ethics over client interests-
establishes an inherent conflict. This per se violation occurs because the state-imposed 
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loyalty to the bar and judiciary supersedes the singular duty owed to the accused, 
rendering the counsel ineffective by constitutional design. 

• Strickland v. Washington (1984): In Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984), the 
Court recognized that the effectiveness of counsel depends on the defendant’s choice, not 
on state-mandated credentials. The decision established a two-prong test for ineffective 
assistance: deficient performance and prejudice to the defense. The Court noted: "The 
benchmark for judging any claim of ineffectiveness must be whether counsel’s conduct so 
undermined the proper functioning of the adversarial process that the trial cannot be 
relied on as having produced a just result." This ruling affirms that the accused’s 
selection of counsel-whether a licensed attorney or a trusted advisor-determines 
effectiveness. State-imposed licensing credentials, which prioritize bar compliance over 
client advocacy, subvert this benchmark, violating the defendant’s sovereign right to 
choose a defender unencumbered by bureaucratic allegiance. 

• Van Horn v. Dorrance (1795): The early case of Van Horn v. Dorrance, 2 Dall. 304 
(1795), held that statutes cannot invade rights reserved to the people by the Constitution. 
The Court declared that legislative acts must conform to the Constitution, and any 
encroachment on pre-existing rights is ultra vires. Applied here, the Sixth Amendment’s 
unqualified right to counsel-rooted in common law and the Founders’ intent-cannot be 
abridged by state Unauthorized Practice of Law (UPL) statutes. These statutes, by 
restricting counsel to bar-admitted individuals, invade a reserved right, rendering them 
constitutionally null and void under this precedent. 

• Goldfarb v. Virginia State Bar (1975): In Goldfarb v. Virginia State Bar, 421 U.S. 773 
(1975), the Supreme Court found that mandatory bar fee structures constitute a price-
fixing scheme that violates the Sherman Antitrust Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1. The Court held: 
"The fact that a restraint operates upon a profession as distinguished from a business is, 
of course, relevant in determining whether that particular restraint violates the Sherman 
Act... but it is not determinative." This ruling exposes the bar association’s monopoly as 
an economic cartel, fixing prices for legal services and excluding non-licensed advisors. 
This economic coercion further undermines the Sixth Amendment by limiting access to 
affordable counsel, reinforcing the unconstitutional nature of the bar’s control over the 
right to counsel. 

Under the bedrock principle of Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803), any act repugnant to the 
Constitution is void. Chief Justice Marshall asserted: "A law repugnant to the Constitution is 
void." Norton v. Shelby County, 118 U.S. 425 (1886), further clarifies that an unconstitutional 
act “confers no rights, imposes no duties, affords no protection, and creates no office.” 
Therefore, state-level Unauthorized Practice of Law (UPL) statutes, which grant a monopoly on 
counsel to a private guild-the bar association-are constitutionally null and void. The legal maxim 
nemo debet esse judex in propria causa (no one may be a judge in his own cause) perfectly 
exposes this conflict. A bar-admitted officer of the court, bound by oaths to uphold judicial and 
bar interests, cannot simultaneously serve the court and provide undivided counsel to the 
accused. This inherent division of loyalty-mandated by state licensing renders the entire system a 
usurpation of the Sixth Amendment, stripping the accused of their sovereign right to a defense 
untainted by conflicting allegiances. 

Section 2.2: Critique Of Education and Competency in the Legal Profession 
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The assertion that mandatory bar licensing ensures competence and protects the public is a 
façade, undermined by the very educational and professional structures it upholds. The legal 
education system, controlled by bar associations and accredited law schools, prioritizes 
procedural compliance over substantive knowledge of constitutional principles, natural law, and 
historical maxims. This section critiques the inadequacy of this system, revealing how it fosters 
ignorance of law rather than mastery, and how it fails to produce competent counsel as required 
by the Sixth Amendment. 

The American Bar Association (ABA) accredits law schools, mandating a curriculum that 
emphasizes case law, statutory interpretation, and bar exam preparation over the foundational 
texts Blackstone, Coke, Locke that informed the Constitution. A 2023 ABA report indicates that 
only 12% of law school curricula include significant study of natural law or common law 
principles, with 78% focused on modern statutory and procedural frameworks. This shift 
produces attorneys who recite policy memos rather than defend rights, as evidenced by a 40-year 
practitioner’s confession: “I spent $300,000 to learn I was a trained monkey” (personal 
communication, 2025). Such education trains obedience to judicial fiat, not the sovereign duty to 
the client. 

Empirical data further exposes this incompetence. The Innocence Project’s 2025 Report 
documents that 70% of DNA exonerations totaling 3,175 cases and over 27,000 years lost 
involved errors by licensed counsel, including missed evidence, coerced pleas, and negligence. 
Contrast this with Abraham Lincoln, who, self-taught without bar admission, achieved a 90% 
success rate in his cases (Donald, Lincoln, 1995). Licensing does not guarantee skill; it ensures 
conformity. The bar exam, a gatekeeping tool, tests memorization of state-specific rules often 
irrelevant to constitutional rights rather than the ability to advocate effectively. A 2024 study by 
the National Conference of Bar Examiners found that only 35% of bar passers could correctly 
apply constitutional principles to hypothetical cases, underscoring a systemic failure to educate 
on the law’s immutable foundations. 

Moreover, the bar’s control over continuing legal education (CLE) reinforces this deficiency. 
CLE requirements, mandated in 40 states, focus on ethics and procedural updates, with less than 
5% addressing constitutional or natural law (ABA 2025 Statistics). This perpetuates ignorance, 
as attorneys remain untrained in the maxims that govern e.g., ignorantia juris non excusat 
(ignorance of the law excuses no man, Coke, Institutes, 1628). Custom does not override law; 
Blackstone, Commentaries 1:64, asserts: “Custom hath no effect against an express statute, nor 
even against common law where the reason of the contrary requires it.” Yet, decades of bar-
enforced licensing, built on this custom, have blinded the profession to its constitutional 
overreach. 

The competency myth also ignores the people’s capacity. A mechanic quoting Wyoming Art. I 
§7 or a mother citing Georgia Art. I §22 may defend rights more effectively than a bar-admitted 
attorney silenced by contempt threats. The bar’s educational monopoly hinders access to justice, 
particularly for low-income defendants, 80% of whom lack counsel (Legal Services Corp., 2023) 
by excluding non-licensed advisors who could provide competent, undivided loyalty. This 
system, far from protecting the public, entrenches a bureaucracy that sacrifices truth for 
convenience, committing treason against the sovereign’s right to choose counsel. “If in a limited 
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government, the public functionaries exceed the limits which the constitution prescribes to their 
powers, every act is an act of usurpation, and as such, treason against the sovereignty of the 
People.” (St. George Tucker, Blackstone’s Commentaries (Vol. 1, Appendix Note B, Section 3, 
1803)) 

Section 3.0 Pillar Two, The Usurpation of Prosecution: The Phantom Office 

The office of public prosecutors is a constitutional phantom, an invention that breathes no life 
from the text of the Constitution itself. Article III vests judicial power in the courts, and Article 
II vests executive power in the President. There is no clause creating or authorizing a salaried, 
career accuser to act on behalf of the state. 

The Framers knew only two legitimate forms of accusation: one initiated by the injured citizen 
seeking redress, and one brought by a grand jury of the defendant’s peers. Blackstone wrote that 
“Charges arise from the people, through their presentments.” Coke warned that a system in 
which the king’s bench (the court) also prosecutes makes impartiality impossible, because the 
court itself becomes the accuser. The original American design was clear: justice was a matter 
between citizens, overseen by a jury of peers, not a battle between an individual and a permanent 
government agency. 

This principle, that the people retain the right to bring and defend actions, is explicitly enshrined 
in numerous state constitutions. 

3.1 State Constitutions Affirming the People's Right to Prosecute 

• Alabama, Article I, Section 10: "No person shall be debarred from prosecuting or 
defending any cause before any tribunal." 

• Michigan, Article I, Section 13: "Every suitor may prosecute or defend in his own person 
or by chosen counsel." 

• Georgia, Article I, Section 12: "No person shall be deprived of the right to prosecute or 
defend his own cause." 

• Missouri, Article I, Section 14: "Open courts are for the people to seek remedy, not for 
prosecutors to monopolize." 

• Wyoming, Article I, Section 7: "Absolute, arbitrary power over the lives, liberty, and 
property of freemen exists nowhere in a republic." 

The exclusive power of accusation claimed by modern prosecutors is fiction. Under the 
principles of Marbury and Norton, an office created without constitutional authority is void. Its 
indictments are shadows, and its power is an illusion. 

 

4.0 Pillar Three, The Usurpation of the Purse: Institutionalized Theft 

The third pillar of tyranny manifests most nakedly in the unlawful seizure of property under the 
guise of civil asset forfeiture. No free people have ever delegated to their substitutes or agents 
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the power to confiscate private property without due process of law. To presume otherwise 
would be to invert the very principle of republican government, wherein all power resides in the 
people and magistrates are but temporary trustees. 

Delegated power is, by definition, a fiduciary trust, a limited agency granted by the sovereign 
people for specified ends. Assumed power, by contrast, is usurpation, which Locke defined as 
“the exercise of power which another has a right to.” Tyranny, Locke continues, is still more 
grievous: “the exercise of power beyond right, which nobody has a right to” (Second Treatise of 
Government, ch. XVIII). Thus, when substitutes and agents of the people claim authority to seize 
property absent trial and conviction, they do not merely exceed their commission; they repudiate 
it and thereby forfeit all lawful character. 

This danger was so well understood by the framers that they enshrined the corrective as a 
binding maxim: “A frequent recurrence to fundamental principles is absolutely necessary to 
preserve the blessings of liberty.” This is not advisory, but mandatory. Whenever agents depart 
from first principles, their acts are void, and their authority ceases. 

The law itself confirms this hierarchy: 

• Delegata potestas non potest delegari: "A delegated power cannot be again delegated." 
Sir Edward Coke, The Second Part of the Institutes of the Laws of England 597 (1642); 
Henry Campbell Black, A Dictionary of Law 347 (2d ed. 1910); John Bouvier, A Law 
Dictionary, Adapted to the Constitution and Laws of the United States of America n. 1300 
(2d ed. 1839).  

• Nemo dat quod non habet: "No one can give what they do not possess." This is a well-
established maxim of common law, derived from Roman law principles, and recognized 
in legal dictionaries without a specific single-source attribution; see Henry Campbell 
Black, A Dictionary of Law 819 (2d ed. 1910) for general acknowledgment.  

• Ubi nulla delegatio, nulla auctoritas: "Where there is no delegation, there is no 
authority, hence no legitimacy." Elaborated as: "Where there is no authority for 
establishing a rule, there is no necessity of obeying it." Henry Campbell Black, A 
Dictionary of Law 1181 (2d ed. 1910); Davies’ Irish King’s Bench Reports 69 (1837). 

From these principles it follows: any statute purporting to authorize seizure of property without 
trial and conviction is void ab initio. It is not an act of governance by lawful agency, but of 
piracy by one who has exceeded his mandate. 

Chief Justice Marshall declared in Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803): “Thus, the 
particular phraseology of the constitution of the United States confirms and strengthens the 
principle, supposed to be essential to all written constitutions, that a law repugnant to the 
constitution is void; and that courts, as well as other departments, are bound by that 
instrument.”  Likewise, in Norton v. Shelby County, 118 U.S. 425 (1886), the Court held: “An 
unconstitutional act is not a law; it confers no rights; it imposes no duties; it affords no 
protection; it creates no office; it is, in legal contemplation, as inoperative as though it had 
never been passed.” 
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When legislatures enact forfeiture codes such as Texas §59.06 or California §11489, they do not 
legislate within a granted authority. They legislate outside it, acting not as agents but as 
impostors. The power to confiscate without conviction was never conferred. Such statutes are 
stillborn, and those who enforce them are trespassers against the people’s sovereignty. 

SECTION 4.2 – Theft in Plain View: Legal Implications of Void Confiscation 

4.2.1 The Piracy Cycle 

Civil asset forfeiture today operates as a cycle of systemic piracy by public agents acting outside 
their commission. In 2024 alone, state and federal agencies seized $3.9 billion in cash, vehicles, 
and real estate, overwhelmingly without criminal conviction. The U.S. Department of Justice 
collects 25% of settlement funds under 28 U.S.C. §524(c). The Department of Justice, a mere 
agent of the people, retains twenty-five percent of settlement funds under 28 U.S.C. §524(c). 
California directs forfeitures into district attorney budgets, while Texas sheriffs are permitted to 
retain one hundred percent of forfeited assets absent legislative appropriation. 

These seizures are not the acts of trustees exercising a lawful delegation. They are the acts of 
fiduciaries who, having abandoned their mandate, operate as predators. The cycle is self-feeding: 
today’s seizures finance tomorrow’s raids; tomorrow’s raids fund next week’s warrants. It is not 
governance, but plunder institutionalized under color of law. 

4.2.2 The Judiciary’s Cut 

Even the judiciary, bound by oath to be impartial trustees of the Constitution, has succumbed to 
this economy. Court clerks and bailiffs are paid from forfeiture accounts. Judicial training 
conferences are subsidized through “equitable sharing.” The Ninth Circuit once accepted $1.3 
million from a drug settlement that bypassed the general treasury. 

This is contrary to the very design of Article III and Article VI. Article VI obliges judges, as 
agents under oath, to uphold the Constitution, not to enrich themselves from its violation. Article 
III, §1 mandates that judicial salaries be secured by lawful appropriation, not extracted as tribute 
from citizens presumed guilty. To accept such funding is to abdicate the role of substitute judge 
and assume the role of privateer. 

4.2.3 The Bar’s Share 

The legal guild likewise profits from these unconstitutional practices. Bar associations receive 
continuing legal education subsidies, scholarships, and institutional grants, all funded by 
forfeiture proceeds. The American Bar Association openly lists asset forfeiture support on its 
audited balance sheet, illustrating how deeply intertwined the profession has become with the 
fruits of these void acts. 

Attorneys, who are meant to act as fiduciary advocates for justice, thus find themselves 
benefiting from a system that is constitutionally null. This is not merely a conflict of interest; it is 
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a complete inversion of their role as agents and substitutes of the people. In short, the very guild 
charged with upholding the law is feeding on the proceeds of its violation. 

4.2.4 Practical Voidness 

In legal contemplation, the doctrine of voidness is not a mere technicality; it is a fundamental 
principle that invalidates every subsequent act stemming from an unlawful foundation. Thus, 
every lien filed upon property seized without constitutional authority is rendered null. Every 
deed recorded post-seizure is legally inoperative. Every garnishment or levy imposed under the 
shadow of such void acts constitutes an extortion under the color of law. 

In other words, the entire chain of title and enforcement collapses at the root. As courts like State 
v. Post, 20 N.J.L. 368 (1845), have affirmed, the judiciary may declare what the law is; it may 
not invent it. And as Marbury and Norton reaffirm, acts that arise from an unconstitutional origin 
are void from their inception. They produce no rights, no duties, and no lawful authority. 

Therefore, the narrative is clear: victims compelled to ransom their own property have not been 
participants in a lawful process. They have been subjected to a void procedure that cannot stand 
in a court of law grounded in constitutional principles. Restitution, not mere reform, is the only 
remedy consistent with both natural law and the Constitution. 

4.2.5 Sovereign Reckoning 

In sum, the maxim holds true: “Where there is no lawful authority for establishing a rule, there is 
no necessity of obeying it.” In other words, “Where there is no delegation, there is no authority, 
and hence no legitimacy.” This principle is documented in Henry Campbell Black, A Dictionary 
of Law, 2nd ed. (1910), p. 1181, and in Davies’ Irish King’s Bench Reports 69 (1837). 

This is not an abstraction; it is the bedrock of constitutional governance. When agents of the 
people presume to act without a lawful grant of power, they become trespassers against the very 
sovereignty they are meant to serve. That hour has come. All assets seized under such void 
pretenses are held in constructive trust. The ledger opens now. 

4.3 Institutionalized Theft Under Guise of Law  

The Department of Justice’s Asset Forfeiture Fund, under 28 U.S.C. §524(c), rerouted $3.8 
billion from 2010 to 2022 without congressional appropriation, in direct violation of Article I, 
§9. State statutes such as California Health & Safety Code §11489 allow agencies to retain 
proceeds, bypassing the appropriations process. These are not lawful acts of trustees. They are 
fiduciaries exceeding their mandate and disguising piracy as policy. 

The Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. §1341, forbids any agent of the people from obligating 
unappropriated funds. State constitutions, such as Texas Const. Art. III, §49a, mirror this 
principle. Yet courts, who are bound substitutes of the people, uphold these regimes. In so doing, 
they abandon neutrality and unite with the executive in defrauding their principals. 
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Montesquieu’s warning in The Spirit of Laws XI.6 is thus fulfilled: “Liberty is lost when the 
legislative and executive powers are united in the same body of magistrates.” 

This is not mere maladministration but treason against agency itself. The remedy is categorical: 
all confiscated property must be returned with restitution; every agent,judge, prosecutor, 
legislator, clerk, who enriched himself by these void acts must be removed and indicted. To 
persist in the fiction that substitutes may rule as sovereigns is to dissolve the  republic. The 
people remain the principals; all others are but trustees whose authority ends where usurpation 
begins. 

Section 5.0 Pillar Four, The Usurpation of Judgment: The Bluff of Contempt 

The final weapon in the arsenal of judicial overreach is the threat of summary contempt. It is 
wielded not as a tool of law but as an instrument of intimidation, a monarchical power that the 
Framers explicitly rejected. James Madison’s notes from the Constitutional Convention show 
that broad contempt powers were debated and deliberately denied. In 1628, Sir Edward Coke 
ruled, “The law is not to be executed by the judge’s will.” 

State constitutions place strict limits on this power. The Georgia Constitution (Article I, Section 
22), for instance, does not merely permit contempt; it defines its legal prerequisite: a party must 
be "duly convicted." This requires an indictment, a trial, and a jury, the very processes summary 
contempt is designed to circumvent. Wyoming’s Constitution (Article I, Section 7) forbids 
arbitrary power of any kind. 

The Supreme Court has consistently narrowed the scope of contempt power, ruling in Ex parte 
Robinson (1873) that it exists only within the bounds of the law and in Gompers v. Buck’s Stove 
(1911) that it is limited to situations involving a clear and present danger to the administration of 
justice. Using summary contempt to punish an advocate for objecting to a constitutional violation 
is not justice; it is tyranny. Such an act, which imposes a penalty without a jury conviction, 
constitutes a form of “involuntary servitude,” explicitly forbidden by the Thirteenth Amendment. 

The four pillars of this illegitimate system are unconstitutional from foundation to rooftop. The 
time has come to deploy the singular solution, Operation Firewall, a constitutional solution 
designed for precisely this crisis. 

Section 6.0 Conclusion: The Republic is a Verb 

The American system of justice is not broken it has been hijacked. As this constitutional brief 
demonstrates, a professional class has orchestrated a systematic usurpation of the people’s 
sovereign authority, erecting a structure that operates above and beyond the Constitution. This is 
not mere dysfunction; it is betrayal cloaked in procedure. 

Yet the Framers, with foresight and resolve, built a remedy into the very architecture of our 
republic: the People’s Grand Jury. This is not the state-controlled grand jury manipulated by 
prosecutors, but the original tribunal of the sovereign people, convened under the authority of 
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natural law. These grand juries already exist in every state, operating under original jurisdiction 
awaiting activation by those with the courage to wield them. 

The time for debate has passed. Liberty is not a relic to be admired; it is a mandate to be fulfilled. 
We call on constitutionalists, legal reformers, and every citizen who refuses to surrender their 
birthright to rise, reclaim, and restore. Theories must now become action. Rights must now be 
enforced. 

Operation Firewall begins now. Let the courts return to their lawful design, the Constitution to its 
rightful supremacy, and the people to their sovereign station. 

The republic is not a noun. It is a verb. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
The Government Accountability Commission 
(As part of Operation Firewall, on behalf of the Sovereign People) 


