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PART 9. [DEFENDANT PRESIDENT OBAMA] (1) PETITON FOR WRIT OF QUO WARRANTO 

AGAINST PRESIDENT OBAMA TO COMPLY WITH THE NATURAL BORN CITIZEN REQUIREMENT IN 

ARTICLE II, SECTION 1, CLAUSE 5 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES AND (2) 
PETITION FOR PEREMPTORY MANDAMUS RECOGNIZING AND EMPOWERING THE SECOND 

AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF U.S. MERCHANT SEAMEN IN INTERSTATE, INLAND WATERWAY, 
INTERCOASTAL, OFFSHORE, AND MARITIME TRAVEL AS A BEING VITAL FUNCTION TO 

NATIONAL AND HOMELAND SECURITY UNDER THE COMMON DEFENCE CLAUSE IN THE 

PREAMBLE TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES, AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936, AND OTHER FEDERAL LAWS IN THE FORM OF AN 

ENDORSEMENT ON THE MERCHANT MARINER’S CREDENTIAL  

 

Justice Thomas Admits U.S. Supreme Court is  
Evading Obama Eligibilitiy Issue! 

This is Judicial High Treason! 
HEARING — FY 2011 BUDGET REQUEST FOR THE U.S. SUPREME COURT 
HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

April 15, 2010, 10:00 AM,  
Room 2358A, Rayburn House Office Building 

REP. JOSE SERRANO (D-NY):  I’m glad to hear that you don’t think there has to be a judge on the 
Court because I’m not a judge.  

JUSTICE THOMAS:  Well, [Smiling chuckle] and you don’t have to be born in the United 
States so you never have to answer that question.  

REP. JOSE SERRANO (D-NY):  Oh, really? 

JUSTICE THOMAS:  Yeah. 

REP. JOSE SERRANO (D-NY):  So you haven’t answered the one about whether I can serve as 
president but you answered this one. 

JUSTICE THOMAS:  We’re evading that one. [Laughter] We’re giving you another 
option.  

REP. JOSE SERRANO (D-NY):  Thanks alot. 

JUSTICE THOMAS:  Thank you Mr. Chairman. [Justice Thomas have the last laugh] 

REP. JOSE SERRANO (D-NY):  Ms. Emerson ... 
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Cohens v. Virginia 19  U. S. 264 (1821):    

“It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction if it should not; but 
it is equally true that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The judiciary 
can not, as the legislature may, avoid a measure because it approaches 
the confines of the Constitution. We cannot pass it by because it is 
doubtful. With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be 
attended, we must decide it if it be brought before us. We have no more 
right to decline the exercise of jurisdiction which is given than to usurp 
that which is not given. The one or the other would be treason to the 
Constitution. Questions may occur which we would gladly avoid, but we 
cannot avoid them. All we can do is to exercise our best judgment and 
conscientiously to perform our duty.”  

Members of the three branches of Government flaunting their evasions of constitutional duties 
uinder their Oath of Office and laughing about it to our faces on national television! Civil wars were fought 
for lesser things! The OUTRAGE of it all! 

VALIDATION OF BARACK OBAMA’S CONSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY1 

WHEREAS, by requirement of the United States Constitution, Article 2, Section 1, no one can be 
sworn into office as president of the United States without being a natural born citizen; 

WHEREAS, there is sufficient controversy within the citizenry of the United States as to whether 
presidential election winner Barack Obama was actually born in Hawaii as he claims; 

WHEREAS, Barack Obama has claimed to be the son of a Kenyan national and a subject of the 
United Kingdom at birth; 

WHEREAS, Barack Obama was apparently adopted by an Indonesian national stepfather as a 
child, potentially abrogating his “natural born citizen” status; 

WHEREAS, Barack Obama has refused repeated requests for the release of documents, such as his 
school records, college records, travel records, passport records, Selective Service records and health 
records, that might shed light on his citizenship status; 

WHEREAS, Barack Obama has even refused repeated calls to release publicly his entire Hawaiian 
birth certificate, which would include the actual hospital that performed the delivery; 

WHEREAS, lawsuits filed in several states seeking only proof of the basic minimal standard of 
eligibility have been rebuffed; 

WHEREAS, this constitutional cloud over the commander-in-chief creates an exceedingly heavy 
burden on the nation's armed forces, some members of which, at great personal risk to themselves and 
their careers, are publicly calling for Barack Obama to prove his eligibility; 

WHEREAS, Hawaii at the time of Obama's birth allowed births that took place in foreign countries 
to be registered in Hawaii; 

                                                      
1 Online petition at WorldNetDaily.com with slightly altered demand paragraph for purposes of this Complaint. 
http://www.wnd.com/validationofbarackobama  
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WHEREAS, growing concerns that our governments and election officials are not taking this 
constitutional question seriously will result in diminished confidence in our system of free and fair 
elections: 

I assert my right as a citizen of the United States in demanding that the Constitution’s eligibility requirement 
be taken seriously and that this Court examine the complete birth certificate of Barack Obama, including the actual 
city and hospital of birth, and make that document available to the American people for inspection, and further 
conduct a thorough investigation of the unusual background of Barack Obama to establish, beyond a reasonable 
doubt, that he is constitutionally eligible to serve as president. 

 
CLAIM 1. Because the Kenyan Government now officially believes that Defendant Barack 
Obama was born in Kenya on the presumption that the Kenyan Government has 
Defendant Barack Obama’s Kenyan birth certificate there begs my plausible claim that 
Defendant Barack Obama refusing to provide an original long-form birth certification 
showing his place and time of birth and the names nationalities of his parents is NOT a 
natural born citizen of the United States and that by running for president and ascending 
to the Office of President as an inelligible candidate that Defendant Barack Obama has 
and continues to commit treason against the United States and has become and 
continues to be a traitor to the United States and all of his official acts as President are 
unconstitutional and void of any lawful effect. 

 
CLAIM 2. Defendant Barack Hussein Obama Committed Treason and continues to 
commit Treason Against the United States by Failing and/or Refusing to Provide 
Evidentiary Proof that He was Actually Born in Hawaii and Not in Kenya and That He 
Does Not, Nor Did He Ever, Have Dual Citizenship Status with the United Kingdom under 
the British Nationality Act of 1948 and of 1981, the Constitution of Kenya, and the Kenya 
Independence Act of 1936. 
 
CLAIM 3. Alleging Treason Against Defendant President Barack Obama for Transforming 
Our Republican Form of Government (Free Market System) into a Socialist Form of 
Government with the Passage of the Health Care Reform Bill HR 3590 
 
CLAIM 4. The President (then Bush, now Obama) treasonously failed and/or refused to 
adequately defend and provide for the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant 
seamen as required under the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the 
Constitution of the United States, the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (46 U.S.C. Appendix § 
1101(b), 1131(a), 1295, 1295d(a), 1295g, 1802, 50101(a)(2), 50104, 51101, 51703); 46 U.S.C. 
§ 104, 2103, 7306(a)(3), 7505; 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(22)(A); 10 U.S.C. § 311(b)(2); 351(a) and (b); 
the Militia Clause in Article I, Section 8, Clause 15 and 16 of the Constitution; the Militia 
Clause in Article II, Section 2, Clause 1; the Letters of Marque and Reprisal in Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 11, the Treaties Clause of Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 and Article III, 
Section 2; and the Second, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth, Tenth, Thirteenth, and Fourteenth 
Amendments. 
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DISCUSSION 1. RULE 9(d) PLEADING SPECIAL MATTERS: PAGE 31 OF THE MOTION FOR 

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION OF THE REPUBLIC OF KENYA, IN THE KENYAN 

NATIONAL ASSEMBLY OFFICIAL REPORT OF THE KENYAN PARLIAMENT, MARCH 25, 2010 AS 

OFFICIAL DOCUMENT OR ACT, 
Citing an excerpt from Drew Zahn, KENYAN OFFICIAL: OBAMA BORN HERE; IN DEBATE OVER 

CONSTITUTION, MINISTER URGES AFRICAN NATION TO EMULATE U.S. INCLUSION, WorldNetDaily.com, April 
11, 2010:2 

[Kenyan MP James Orengo], [a] Kenyan lawmaker told the nation's 
Parliament last month [March 25, 2010] that Barack Obama was born in 
Africa and is therefore “not even a native American.”3  

During debate over the draft of a new Kenyan constitution, James 
Orengo, the country’s [M]inister of [L]ands and a member of 
[P]arliament for the Ugenya constituency, cited America’s election of a 
Kenyan-born president as an example of what can be accomplished 
when diverse peoples unite:  

“If America was living in a situation where they feared 
ethnicity and did not see itself as a multiparty state or 
nation,” Orengo posited, “how could a young man born 
here in Kenya, who is not even a native American, 
become the president of America?” 4  

Orengo held up the U.S. as a country no longer “living in the past,”5 
since Americans elected a Kenyan-born president without regard to 
“ethnic consideration and objectives.” 6  

Debate is then recorded in the Kenyan government’s official March 25, 
2010, hansard – a traditional name for printed transcripts of a 
parliamentary debate – as continuing with no other MPs mentioning or 
attempting to correct Orengo’s comments about Obama.  

 I present the full text of the paragraph of the above Kenyan document to keep the quoted text in 
perspective with the entire paragraph: 

                                                      
2 http://www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.view&pageId=139481 
3  MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT CONSTITUTION OF THE REPUBLIC OF KENYA, in the KENYAN NATIONAL 

ASSEMBLY OFFICIAL REPORT OF THE KENYAN PARLIAMENT, Page 31, March 25, 2010. Available online at: 
www.bunge.go.ke/parliament/downloads/tenth_forth_sess/Hansard/RDRAFT25.03P.pdf  
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 Id. 
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The other thing that we are addressing through devolution7 is exclusion.8 
What has made us suffer as a nation is exclusion. Once people feel 
excluded, even when you want to employ a policeman or constable or 
you want to build a dispensary, it must come from the centre. In the 
colonial days, these things were being done on the ground and they 
could give bursaries and build roads. I commend devolution. Those who 
fear devolution are living in the past. They are being guided by their 
ethnic consideration and objectives. They are living in the past. If 
America was living in a situation where they feared ethnicity 
and did not see itself as a multiparty state or nation, how could 
a young man born here in Kenya, who is not even a native 
American, become the President of America? It is because they 
did away with exclusion. What has killed us here is exclusion; that 
once Mr. Orengo is President, I know of no other place than Ugenya. 
That is why we were fighting against these many Presidencies in the past. 
I hope that Kenya will come of age. This country must come of age. 
People want freedom and nations want liberation, but countries want 
independence. 

 The Kenyan Parliament believes the United States did away with the natural born citizen clause of 
Article II, Section 1, Clause 5 of the Constitution because the people elected a Kenyan born citizen. The 
Kenyan Parliament believes wrongly. Neither United States nor the States themselves exercised the Article 
V amendment process to “do away with” the natural born citizen clause. This false belief is reinforced 
and propagated by the treasonous federal judiciary refusing to hear any federal challenge to Defendant 
Obama’s eligibility to hold the Office of the President under the natural born citizen clause.  

Because of the JUDICIAL CONSPIRACY TO COMMIT TREASON, 18 U.S.C. § 2384 SEDITIOUS 
CONSPIRACY; 18 U.S.C. § 2382 MISPRISION OF TREASON; 18 U.S.C. § 2381 TREASON; 18 U.S.C. § 3 
ACCESSORY AFTER THE FACT [OF THE EXISTENCE OF TREASON]; 18 U.S.C. § 2 PRINCIPLES [TO TREASON]; 
and 18 U.S.C. § 4 MISPRISION OF FELONY [TO AID AND ABET THE FURTHERANCE OF TREASON AND AIDING 
AND ABETTING THE OVERTHROW OF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT THROUGH A FRAUDULENT ELECTION (18 U.S.C. 
§ 2385]; CONSPIRACY AGAINST RIGHTS 18 U.S.C. § 241; DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW  
18 U.S.C. § 242; CONSPIRACIES AGAINST FEDERALLY PROTECTED ACTIVITIES 18 U.S.C. § 245 and 
CONSPIRACIES TO COMMIT OFFENSE OR TO DEFRAUD THE UNITED STATES 18 U.S.C. § 371; the Judicial 
Branch has unconstitutionally and criminally created a fraudulent standard of constitutional interpretation 
supporting the Living Constitution Doctrine and thereby denouncing the true standard of constitutional 
interpretation known as the Original Intent or Meaning Doctrine. 

                                                      
7 Id. Page 50. The Minister for Higher Education (Dr. Kosgei) provides a sufficient definition for devolution: 

the devolution process that we have talked about was, furthermore, to remove the fear of having 
one person at the centre of power. ... The devolution we speak of is that of sharing power in 
some way in order to give people the opportunity to participate in the governance of their 
country. 

8 The Keny term exclusion refers to the same function as the natural born citizen clause of the United States 
constitution. 
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DISCUSSION 2. DEFENDANT BARACK OBAMA AS COMMAND-IN-CHIEF OF THE ARMED 

FORCES IS A DIRECT THREAT TO NATIONAL SECURITY BY REFUSAL TO PROVE HE ELIGIBLE TO 

SERVE AS PRESIDENT AS A NATURAL BORN CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES 
 By refusing to prove his eligibility to serve as President of the United States with the evidentiary 
long-form birth certificate showing his place of birth in the United States and by refusing to present 
documents showing the place of birth in the United States of his parents Defendant Barack Obama 
becomes a direct and treasonous threat to the security of the United States under 18 U.S.C. § 2387(a)(1) 
[TREASON] ACTIVITIES AFFECTING ARMED FORCES GENERALLY he has caused a number of members of the 
Armed Forces to refuse or to announce their refusal to perform their duties under orders from the chain of 
command as coming from a Command-in-Chief who is not eligible to serve in that capacity. Their refusals 
are based on their loyalty to the CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES as a condition of service sworned 
to by their OATH OF OFFICE. This begs the question. Is Defendant Barck Obama above the law? This is 
NOT a political question but a justiciable question for this Court. 

The activities of Defendant Barack Obama affecting the Armed Forces under 18 U.S.C. § 2387(b) 
[TREASON] ACTIVITIES AFFECTING ARMED FORCES GENERALLY extends to his activities affecting the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s general superintendence of the U.S. merchant marine and 
merchant marine personnel through the U.S. Coast Guard because certain vessels of the U.S. merchant 
marine are liable to be assigned to the U.S. Navy in times of war or national emergency. 

OFFICER QUESTIONING ELIGIBILITY FACES NEW THREATS FROM ARMY 
‘You could be sentenced to dismissal, confinement’ 

Bob Unruh 
WorldNetDaily, April 05, 2010 

http://www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.view&pageId=137013

Lt. Col. Terry Lakin is the highest-ranking and 
first active-duty officer to refuse to obey orders 
based on President Obama’s eligibility. 

The Army is threatening to dismiss and jail an 
active-duty lieutenant colonel who says he won’t 
obey military orders until he knows that President 
Obama is in the Oval Office as a constitutionally 
eligible president, according to his supporters.  

A statement given to WND today by Margaret 
Hemenway, who is acting as a spokeswoman for 
the case involving the American Patriot 
Foundation and Army Lt. Col. Terrence Lakin, 
said Lakin is “undaunted” and has not changed 
his position.  

Lakin announced his position with a video 
stating he would not follow orders because he was 
not sure of their legality under Obama, who has 
concealed personal information that could 

confirm he meets the constitutional requirement 
that a president be a “natural born citizen.”  

WND reported earlier when the Army 
“unofficially” recommended a medical 
evaluation, [a brain scan] which Lakin refused.  

New strategy unveiled on answering 
Obama’s eligibility questions. See how you can 
help.  

Now, the Army has issued a “counseling 
form” warning Lakin his deployment orders are 
valid. The document has been posted on the 
Safeguard Our Constitution website, which is 
assembling support for the officer. 

“On 30 March 2010, this command became 
aware of your intentions to refuse to follow 
deployment orders. Your stated reason for 
refusal was your belief that the election of the 
President of the United States is invalid because 
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you believe he is not ‘native born’ [sic]. This 
counseling is to inform you that your deployment 
orders are presumed to be valid and lawful orders 
issued by competent military authority,” said the 
document from the “counselor,” Lt. Col. William 
D. Judd.  

The letter reminded Lakin of his April 12 due 
date at Fort Campbell, Ky.  

“Failure to follow your reassignment and/or 
deployment orders may result in adverse action 
including court-martial,” the officer was warned.  

The document cited articles 86, 87 and 88 of 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice: being 
missing, disobeying an order and contempt).  

“If found guilty … you could be sentenced to 
dismissal from the service … forefeiture of all pay 
and allowances; and confinement for a period of 
months or years in a military prison,” the warning 
stated.  

The statement released by Hemenway noted 
Lakin is being supported by “hundreds” of people 
who have donated to his legal defense fund. He 
announced his refusal to obey orders after 
unsuccessfully following channels to get the same 
verification from the president that the officer has 
been required to provide throughout his 18-year 
military career.  

The website also notes that the “counseling” 
document wasn’t completely accurate. It’s not 
“native-born” that is in question for Obama; it is 
the constitutionally mandated “natural born 
citizen.”  

Although the term is not defined in the 
Constitution, legal scholars believe it is best 
understood to mean a U.S. child of U.S. citizen 
parents.  

WND has reported that the controversy raises 
the prospect that the government ultimately may 
not want to pursue a prosecution because a 
defense attorney could demand in court proof 
that the orders are issued by an eligible president.  

Even participants in a forum on the 
left-leaning Huffington Post website seemed to 
agree in part.  

“Freakin’ Brilliant!” said one. “They can’t 
court-martial him [without] the defense getting 
the judge to order the (sic) birth-certificate be 
produced! Either Obama will have to produce 
or they can’t prosecute. Genius.”  

As WND reported, Lakin is an active-duty 
flight surgeon charged with caring for Army 
Chief of Staff Gen. George Casey’s pilots and 
air crew.  

He said he’s refusing all orders until Obama 
releases his long-form, hospital-generated birth 
certificate to prove his eligibility to serve as 
commander in chief.  

“I feel I have no choice but the distasteful 
one of inviting my own court martial,” Lakin 
said in a statement. “The Constitution matters. 
The truth matters.”  

He continued, “For the first time in all my 
years of service to our great nation, and at great 
peril to my career and future, I am choosing to 
disobey what I believe are illegal orders, 
including an order to deploy to Afghanistan for 
my second tour of duty there. I will disobey my 
orders to deploy because I – and I believe all 
servicemen and women and the American 
people – deserve the truth about President 
Obama’s constitutional eligibility to the office of 
the presidency and the commander in chief.  

“If he is ineligible, then my orders – and 
indeed all orders – are illegal because all orders 
have their origin with the commander in chief as 
handed down through the chain of command.” 

Lakin is not the first active-duty officer to 
raise the challenge. Others have included Army 
doctor Capt. Connie Rhodes and Army reservist 
Maj. Stefan Cook. But Lakin is the highest-
ranking officer to raise the question.  

In a statement last week to WND, George 
Wright of Army Public Affairs said the Army has 
“no reaction” to Lakin’s statements, and “at this 
point, the Army will take no formal action.”  
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He said, “Lt. Col. Lakin has stated his intent 
to violate Articles 87 and 92 of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice, but has not done so. Whether 
his actions to date violate any law or policy is for 
his chain of command to determine.”  

Wright said the Army had no information on 
in-channel concerns Lakin reported raising twice 
during 2009. There was “no comment” from the 
Army on whether Obama needs to document his 
eligibility to serve as president under the U.S. 
Constitution’s requirement that the commander in 
chief be a “natural born citizen.”  

One of the organizers behind the Safeguard 
Our Constitution website, serving in emeritus 
status, is John Hemenway, an attorney who 
previously fought in the U.S. court system on 
behalf of a retired military officer, Gregory S. 
Hollister, who also questioned Obama’s eligibility.  

The case ultimately was dismissed by Judge 
James Robertson who ruled that the dispute had 
been “twittered” during the 2008 election 
campaign.  

In that opinion, Robertson sarcastically wrote: 
“The plaintiff says that he is a retired Air Force 
colonel who continues to owe fealty to his 
commander in chief (because he might possibly 
be recalled to duty) and who is tortured by 
uncertainty as to whether he would have to obey 
orders from Barack Obama because it has not 
been proven – to the colonel’s satisfaction – that 
Mr. Obama is a native-born American citizen, 
qualified under the Constitution to be president.  

“The issue of the president’s citizenship was 
raised, vetted, blogged, texted, twittered, and 
otherwise massaged by America’s vigilant 
citizenry during Mr. Obama’s two-year-campaign 
for the presidency, but this plaintiff wants it 
resolved by a court,” Robertson wrote.  

The judge also suggested sanctions against 
Hemenway for bringing the case, and Hemenway 
responded that process then would provide him 
with a right to a discovery hearing to see 
documentation regarding the judge’s statements – 
not supported by any evidence introduced into 
the case – that Obama was properly “vetted.”  

Hemenway warned at the time, “If the court 
persists in pressing Rule 11 procedures against 
Hemenway, then Hemenway should be allowed 
all of the discovery pertinent to the procedures 
as court precedents have permitted in the past.  

“The court has referred to a number of facts 
outside of the record of this particular case and, 
therefore, the undersigned is particularly 
entitled to a hearing to get the truth of those 
matters into the record. This may require the 
court to authorize some discovery,” Hemenway 
said.  

WND columnist Vox Day earlier wrote 
about this very scenario, calling it a “Get out of 
war” free card.  

The comments followed the case of Cook, 
the reservist who challenged his deployment 
orders over questions about their legality under 
Obama.  

“Rather than contesting the suit,” Day 
wrote, “the Army took the highly peculiar step 
of revoking the major’s deployment order, 
suggesting that the Pentagon generals are not 
entirely confident that they can demonstrate the 
legitimacy of their purported commander in 
chief.  

“The Pentagon’s decision to back down 
rather than risk exposing Obama’s birth records 
to the public means that every single American 
soldier, sailor, pilot and Marine now holds a ‘get 
out of war free’ card. Not only every 
deployment order, but every order issued from 
an officer in the line of command can now be 
challenged in the knowledge that the top brass 
are afraid to respond for fear that their 
commander could be exposed for a fraud,” he 
wrote at the time.  

“It is one thing for Obama to deny the 
curiosity of the American public by hiding 
behind the courts. It is very much another for 
him to deny the right of the men and women of 
the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines, who 
are sworn to risk their lives upholding the 
Constitution of the United States of America, to 
be certain their orders are legitimate,” he said.  
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Margaret Hemenway, who writes for 
FamilySecurityMatters.org, said the case likely will 
be complicated.  

In his video message now posted on 
YouTube, Lakin personally pleads with the 
president to stop withholding the key document 
which would put to rest many of the doubts that 
continue to linger more than a year into Obama’s 
term.  

“President Obama, I ask you to respect and 
uphold the Constitution. Be transparent and show 
your honesty and integrity. Release your original, 
signed birth certificate, if you have one, thus 
proving your birth on American soil, and thus 
assure the American people that you are lawfully 
eligible to hold the office of the presidency and 
serve as commander in chief of the Armed 
Forces.”  

Obama’s actual response to those who 
question his eligibility to be president under the 
Constitution’s requirement that the U.S. president 
be a “natural born citizen” has been to dispatch 
both private and tax-funded attorneys to prevent 
anyone from gaining access to his documentation.  

Besides Obama’s actual birth documentation, 
the still-concealed documentation for him includes 
kindergarten records, Punahou school records, 
Occidental College records, Columbia University 
records, Columbia thesis, Harvard Law School 
records, Harvard Law Review articles, scholarly 
articles from the University of Chicago, passport, 
medical records, his files from his years as an 
Illinois state senator, his Illinois State Bar 
Association records, any baptism records, and his 
adoption records.  

WND has reported on a multitude of cases 
that have been brought over the issue of Obama’s 
eligibility. Some are by critics who have doubts 
about whether he was born in Hawaii in 1961 as 
he has written, and others are from those who 
question whether the framers of the Constitution 
specifically excluded dual citizens – Obama’s 
father was a subject of the British crown at 
Obama’s birth – from being eligible for the office.  

The issue has prompted a number of state 
legislatures to work on proposals that would 
require presidential candidates to submit proof 
of their eligibility. And a similar proposal has 
been introduced in Congress by Rep. Bill Posey, 
R-Fla.  

The Constitution, Article 2, Section 1, states, 
“No Person except a natural born Citizen, or a 
Citizen of the United States, at the time of the 
Adoption of this Constitution, shall be eligible to 
the Office of President.”  

However, none of the cases filed to date has 
been successful in reaching the plateau of legal 
discovery, so that information about Obama’s 
birth could be obtained.  

The White House has not replied to 
numerous requests for comment.  

Because of the dearth of information about 
Obama’s eligibility, WND founder Joseph Farah 
has launched a campaign to raise contributions 
to post billboards asking a simple question: 
“Where’s the birth certificate?”  

The campaign followed a petition that has 
collected more than 498,000 signatures 
demanding proof of his eligibility, the 
availability of yard signs raising the question 
and the production of permanent, detachable 
magnetic bumper stickers asking the question.  

A new effort now asks those in authority 
regarding the nation’s elections to demand the 
full proof.  

The “certification of live birth” posted online 
and widely touted as “Obama’s birth certificate” 
does not in any way prove he was born in 
Hawaii, since the same “short-form” document 
is easily obtainable for children not born in 
Hawaii. The true “long-form” birth certificate – 
which includes information such as the name of 
the birth hospital and attending physician – is 
the only document that can prove Obama was 
born in Hawaii, but to date he has not 
permitted its release for public or press scrutiny.  

Oddly, though congressional hearings were 
held to determine whether Sen. John McCain 
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was constitutionally eligible to be president as a 
“natural born citizen,” no controlling legal 

authority ever sought to verify Obama’s claim to 
a Hawaiian birth. 

 

DISCUSSION 3. THE NATURAL BORN CITIZEN CLAUSE AND DEFENDANT BARACK 

OBAMA’S SUSPECTED TREASON AGAINST THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES 
On August 26, 2008 Michelle Obama spoke at the luncheon for over 600 Lesbian, Gay, 

Bisexual/pansexual, and Transgender People (LGBT) delegates, supporters, bloggers and members of 
the media during the Democratic Convention sponsored by Congressman Barney Frank and the 
Obama Victory Fund. In her prepared speech, (NOTE: Prepared Speech).  While addressing AIDS 
testing Michelle Obama said to the attending audience and to the media: “When we took our trip to 
Africa and visited his home country of Kenya .…”1 

Under RULE 1004(3) ORIGINAL IN POSSESSION OF OPPONENT - ADMISSIBILITY OF OTHER 
EVIDENCE OF CONTENTS of the FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE Michelle Obama’s public statement in 
front of the media implying Barack Obama was born in Kenya and NOT in Hawaii because all 
documents proving Barack Obama’s place of birth is under the control of Defendant Barack Obama 
and said statement becomes admissible relevant evidence to this Complaint under RULE 401 and 
RULE 402 of the FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE. 

Under RULE 801(D)(2)(C), (D), and (E), ADMISSION BY PARTY-OPPONENT, Michelle Obama’s 
statement above is not hearsay because the statement by Michelle Obama was authorized by the 
Defendant Barack Obama to make a statement concerning the subject and Michelle Obama was 
Defendant Barack Obama’s agent or servant concerning a matter within the scope of the agency or 
employment, made during the existence of the relationship, and Michelle Obama was and is a 
co-conspirator with Defendant Barack Obama to treason against the Constitution of the United States 
during the course and in furtherance of the conspiracy to commit treason. The contents of the 
statement shall be considered but are not alone sufficient to establish the declarant’s [Plaintiff’s] 
authority under subdivision (C), the agency or employment relationship and scope thereof under 
subdivision (D), or the existence of the conspiracy and the participation therein of the declarant and 
the party against whom the statement is offered under subdivision (E) of RULE 801(D)(2).  

Michelle Obama became an Accessory After the Fact (18 U.S.C. § 3) and a co-conspirator 
(a Principal, 18 U.S.C. § 2), in the commission of Misprision of Felony (18 U.S.C. § 4) to commit 
treason against the Constitution with every member of the Senate and House of Representatives with 
other unnamed persons in Defendant Barack Obama’s presidential campaign on the presumptive fact 
(RULE 301, FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE) that Barack Obama is not a natural born citizen of the 
United States as required by the Constitution of the United States. 

The biased federal judiciary’s refusal to address the constitutional eligibility of Defendant 
Barack Obama as a natural born citizen has created a crisis of national security and a crisis of 
constutionality of over act of Congress signed into law by Defendant Barack Obama that threatens the 
economic and political existence of the United States as a Republican Form of Government. And the 
said biased federal judiciary to refusal to address such a constitutional controversy is prima facie 

                                                      
1 http://www.therightperspective.org/2010/04/03/michelle-admits-barack-obama-born-in-kenya/ 
http://www.lgbtforobama.com/490 and http://www.lgbtforobama.com/497 and 
YouTube video: www.youtube.com/watch?v=pxh1PvjP0Ug  
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evidence has lost all judicial indepence from the Executive and Legislative Branch of the U.S. 
Government. 

Because Michelle Obama opened the door to questioning Barack Obama’s constitutional 
eligibility as a natural born citizen of the United States to serve as president of the United States I walk 
through that door to explore the evidence proving Barack Obama’s ineligibility. 

DISCUSSION 4. MARIO APUZZO, ESQ., FOUNDER AND HISTORIAN DAVID RAMSAY DEFINES 

A NATURAL BORN CITIZEN IN 1789 FRIDAY, APRIL 2, 2010 
http://puzo1.blogspot.com/2010/04/founder-and-historian-david-ramsay.html 

In defining an Article II “natural born Citizen,” it is important to find any authority from 
the Founding period who may inform us how the Founders and Framers themselves 
defined the clause. Who else but a highly respected historian from the Founding period 
itself would be highly persuasive in telling us how the Founders and Framers defined a 
“natural born Citizen.” Such an important person is David Ramsay, who in 1789 wrote, 
A Dissertation on the Manners of Acquiring the Character and Privileges of a Citizen 
(1789), a very important and influential essay on defining a “natural born Citizen.”  

David Ramsay (April 2, 1749 to May 8, 1815) was an American physician, patriot, and 
historian from South Carolina and a delegate from that state to the Continental Congress 
in 1782-1783 and 1785-1786.  He was the Acting President of the United States in 
Congress Assembled. He was one of the American Revolution’s first major historians. 
A contemporary of Washington, Ramsay writes with the knowledge and insights one 
acquires only by being personally involved in the events of the Founding period. In 1785 
he published HISTORY OF THE REVOLUTION OF SOUTH CAROLINA (two volumes), in 1789 
HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION (two volumes), in 1807 A LIFE OF WASHINGTON, 
and in 1809 a HISTORY OF SOUTH CAROLINA (two volumes). Ramsay “was a major 
intellectual figure in the early republic, known and respected in America and abroad for 
his medical and historical writings, especially for THE HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN 
REVOLUTION (1789)…” Arthur H. Shaffer, BETWEEN TWO WORLDS: DAVID RAMSAY AND 
THE POLITICS OF SLAVERY, J.S.Hist., Vol. L, No. 2 (May 1984). “During the progress of 
the Revolution, Doctor Ramsay collected materials for its history, and his great 
impartiality, his fine memory, and his acquaintance with many of the actors in the 
contest, eminently qualified him for the task….”2 In 1965 Professor Page Smith of the 
University of California at Los Angeles published an extensive study of Ramsay’s 
HISTORY OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION in which he stressed the advantage that Ramsay 
had because of being involved in the events of which he wrote and the wisdom he 
exercised in taking advantage of this opportunity. “The generosity of mind and spirit 
which marks his pages, his critical sense, his balanced judgment and compassion,” 
Professor Smith concluded, “are gifts that were uniquely his own and that clearly entitle 
him to an honorable position in the front rank of American historians.”  

In his 1789 article, Ramsay first explained who the “original citizens” were and then 
defined the “natural born citizens” as the children born in the country to citizen parents. 
He said concerning the children born after the declaration of independence, 
“[c]itizenship is the inheritance of the children of those who have taken part in the late 

                                                      
2 http://www.famousamericans.net/davidramsay/ 
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revolution; but this is confined exclusively to the children of those who were themselves 
citizens….” Id. at 6. He added that “citizenship by inheritance belongs to none but the 
children of those Americans, who, having survived the declaration of independence, 
acquired that adventitious character in their own right, and transmitted it to their 
offspring….” Id. at 7. He continued that citizenship “as a natural right, belongs to none 
but those who have been born of citizens since the 4th of July, 1776….” Id. at 6.  

Here we have direct and convincing evidence of how a very influential Founder defined 
a “natural born citizen.” Given his position of influence and especially given that he was 
a highly respected historian, Ramsay would have had the contacts with other influential 
Founders and Framers and would have known how they too defined “natural born 
Citizen.” Ramsay, being of the Founding generation and being intimately involved in the 
events of the time would have known how the Founders and Framers defined a “natural 
born Citizen” and he told us that definition was one where the child was born in the 
country of citizen parents. In giving us this definition, it is clear that Ramsay did not 
follow the English common law but rather natural law, the law of nations, and Emer de 
Vattel, who also defined a “natural-born citizen” the same as did Ramsay in his highly 
acclaimed and influential, THE LAW OF NATIONS, OR, PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF 
NATURE, APPLIED TO THE CONDUCT AND AFFAIRS OF NATIONS AND SOVEREIGNS, Section 
212 (1758 French) (1759 English). We can reasonably assume that the other Founders 
and Framers would have defined a “natural born Citizen” the same way the Ramsay 
did, for being a meticulous historian he would have gotten his definition from the general 
consensus that existed at the time.  

Ramsay’s article and explication are further evidence of the influence that Vattel had on 
the Founders in how they defined the new national citizenship. This article by Ramsay is 
one of the most important pieces of evidence recently found (provided to us by an 
anonymous source) which provides direct evidence on how the Founders and Framers 
defined a “natural born Citizen” and that there is little doubt that they defined one as a 
child born in the country to citizen parents. This time-honored definition of a 
“natural born Citizen” has been confirmed by subsequent United States Supreme Court 
and lower court cases such as The Venus, 12 U.S. (8 Cranch) 253, 289 (1814) (Marshall, 
C.J., concurring and dissenting for other reasons, cites Vattel and provides his definition 
of natural born citizens); Dred Scott v. Sandford, 60 U.S. 393 (1857)3 (Justice Daniels 
concurring took out of Vattel’s definition the reference to “fathers” and “father” and 
replaced it with “parents” and “person,” respectively); Shanks v. Dupont, 28 U.S. 242, 
245 (1830) (same definition without citing Vattel); Slaughter-House Cases, 83 U.S. 36, 

                                                      
3 See also Dred Scott v. Sanford, 60 U.S. (19 How.) 416-417 (1857): 

For if they were so received, and entitled to the privileges and immunities of citizens, it would 
exempt them from the operation of the special laws and from the police [60 U.S. 393, 417]   
regulations which they considered to be necessary for their own safety. It would give to persons of 
the negro race, who were recognised as citizens in any one State of the Union, the right to enter 
every other State whenever they pleased, singly or in companies, without pass or passport, and 
without obstruction, to sojourn there as long as they pleased, to go where they pleased at every 
hour of the day or night without molestation, unless they committed some violation of law for 
which a white man would be punished; and it would give them the full liberty of speech in public 
and in private upon all subjects upon which its own citizens might speak; to hold public meetings 
upon political affairs, and to keep and carry arms wherever they went. 



PART 9. CLAIMS AGAINST DEFENDANT BARACK OBAMA 
 

 
PART 9. CLAIMS AGAINST  DEFENDANT BARACK OBAMA 

251 

 

21 L.Ed. 394, 16 Wall. 36 (1872) (in explaining the meaning of the Fourteenth 
Amendment clause, “subject to the jurisdiction thereof,” said that the clause 
“was intended to exclude from its operation children of ministers, consuls, and citizens 
or subjects of foreign States born within the United States;” Elk v. Wilkins, 112 U.S. 94 
(1884) (“the children of subjects of any foreign government born within the domain of 
that government, or the children born within the United States, of ambassadors or other 
public ministers of foreign nations” are not citizens under the Fourteenth Amendment 
because they are not subject to the jurisdiction of the United States); Minor v. 
Happersett, 88 U.S. 162, 167-68 (1875) (same definition without citing Vattel); Ex parte 
Reynolds, 1879, 5 Dill., 394, 402 (same definition and cites Vattel); United States v. 
Ward, 42 F.320 (C.C.S.D.Cal. 1890) (same definition and cites Vattel); United States 
v. Wong Kim Ark, 169 U.S. 649 (1898) (quoted from the same definition of 
“natural born Citizen” as did Minor v. Happersett); Rep. John Bingham (in the House 
on March 9, 1866, in commenting on the Civil Rights Act of 1866 which was the 
precursor to the Fourteenth Amendment: “[I] find no fault with the introductory clause, 
which is simply declaratory of what is written in the Constitution, that every human 
being born within the jurisdiction of the United States of parents not owing allegiance to 
any foreign sovereignty is, in the language of your Constitution itself, a natural born 
citizen. . . . ” John A. Bingham, (R-Ohio) US Congressman, March 9, 1866 CONG. 
GLOBE, 39th, 1st Sess., 1291 (1866), Sec. 1992 of U.S. Revised Statutes (1866)).  

The two-citizen-parent requirement would have followed from the common law that 
provided that a woman upon marriage took the citizenship of her husband. In other 
words, the Framers required both (1) birth on United States soil (or its equivalent) and 
(2) birth to two United States citizen parents as necessary conditions of being granted 
that special status which under our Constitution only the President and Commander in 
Chief of the Military (and also the Vice President under the Twelfth Amendment) must 
have at the time of his or her birth. Given the necessary conditions that must be satisfied 
to be granted the status, all “natural born Citizens” are “Citizens of the United States” 
but not all “Citizens of the United States” are “natural born Citizens.” It was only 
through both parents being citizens that the child was born with unity of citizenship and 
allegiance to the United States which the Framers required the President and 
Commander in Chief to have.  

Obama fails to meet this “natural born Citizen” eligibility test because when he was born 
in 1961 (wherever that may be), he was not born to a United States citizen mother and 
father. At his birth, his mother was a United States citizen. But under the 
BRITISH NATIONALITY ACT 1948, his father, who was born in the British colony of 
Kenya, was born a Citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies (CUKC) which by 
descent made Obama himself a CUKC. Prior to Obama’s birth, Obama’s father neither 
intended to nor did he become a United States citizen. Being temporarily in the United 
States only for purpose of study and with the intent to return to Kenya, his father did not 
intend to nor did he even become a legal resident or immigrant to the United States.  

Obama may be a plain born “citizen of the United States” under the 14th Amendment 
or a Congressional Act (if he was born in Hawaii). But as we can see from David 
Ramsay’s clear presentation, citizenship “as a natural right, belongs to none but those 
who have been born of citizens since the 4th of July, 1776….” Id. at 6. Hence, Obama is 
not an Article II “natural born Citizen,” for upon Obama’s birth his father was a British 
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subject and Obama himself by descent was also the same. Hence, Obama was born 
subject to a foreign power. Obama lacks the birth status of natural sole and absolute 
allegiance and loyalty to the United States which only the President and Commander in 
Chief of the Military and Vice President must have at the time of birth. Being born 
subject to a foreign power, he lacks Unity of Citizenship and Allegiance to the United 
States from the time of birth which assures that required degree of natural sole and 
absolute birth allegiance and loyalty to the United States, a trait that is constitutionally 
indispensable in a President and Commander in Chief of the Military. Like a naturalized 
citizen, who despite taking an oath later in life to having sole allegiance to the United 
States cannot be President because of being born subject to a foreign power, Obama too 
cannot be President.  

DISCUSSION 5. EXERPT FROM MARIO APUZZO, ESQ. HAWAII LAW MAKERS 

CONTEMPLATING STOPPING CONCERNED AMERICANS FROM INVESTIGATING WHETHER 

OBAMA WAS BORN THERE, MARCH 17, 2010 
http://puzo1.blogspot.com/2010/03/hawaii-law-makers-contemplating.html 

Those concerned Americans who question where Obama was born provide the 
following evidence as proof that Obama has not conclusively proven that he was born in 
Hawaii: 

(1) Obama’s step-grandmother, Sarah Obama, told Bishop McRae, who was in 
the United States, during a telephonic interview on October 12, 2008, while she 
was in her home located in Alego-Kogello, Kenya, that was full of security police 
and people and family who were celebrating then-Senator Obama’s success 
story, that she was present to witness Obama’s birth in Kenya, not the United 
States 4  (the English and Swahili conversation is recorded and available for 
listening). She was adamant about this fact not once but twice. The conversation 
which was placed on speaker phone was translated into English by 
“Kweli Shuhubia” and one of the grandmother’s grandsons who were present 
with the grandmother in the house. After the grandmother made the same 
statement twice, her grandson intervened, saying “No, No, No, He [sic] was born 
in the United States.” During the interview, the grandmother never changed her 
reply that she was present when Obama was born in Kenya. The fact that later in 
the same interview she changed her statement to say that Obama was born in 
Hawaii does not change the fact that she initially stated twice that she was 
present when Obama was born in Kenya. One would think that a grandmother 
would know whether she was present or not at the birth of her American Senator 
and U.S. Presidential candidate grandson; 

(2) The Kenyan Ambassador to the United States, Peter N.R.O. Ogego, 
confirmed on November 6, 2008, during a radio interview with Detroit radio 
talk-show hosts Mike Clark, Trudi Daniels, and Marc Fellhauer on WRIF’s “Mike 
In the Morning,” that “President-Elect Obama” was born in Kenya and that his 
birth place was already a “well-known” attraction; 

                                                      
4 www.plaintruth.com/the_plain_truth/2009/08/did-obamas-grandmother-say-he-was-born-in-kenya.html  
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(3) Several African newspapers5 said in 2004 that Obama was born in Kenya. 
Also see this more recent one in Ghana. Africa’s press knows what the American 
media refuses to investigate; 

(4) His wife Michelle Obama stated in a video taped speech she made a couple 
years ago6 that Kenya is Obama’s home country.  During a speech that Michelle 
gave to an audience of LGBT delegates at the 2008 Democrat Party Convention 
on the topic of getting tested for HIV and in showing that Obama leads by 
example, Michelle Obama told them: “When we took our trip to Africa and 
visited his home country in Kenya, he took a __ HIV test for the very point of 
showing the folks in Kenya that there is nothing to be embarrassed about in 
getting tested.”  

(5) No hospital in Honolulu7 has yet to confirm that he was born there; 

(6) Obama and his sister stated different Honolulu hospitals8 at which he was 
allegedly born; 

(7) Obama has refused to give consent to Kapi’olani Medical Center for it to 
release minimal documents confirming he was born there9 as he claims; 

(8) No witness10 with any personal information has come forward to confirm he 
was born in Honolulu; 

(9) New Mexico Gov. Bill Richardson publicly stated during the 2008 campaign 
that Obama was an immigrant;11 

(10) Obama has refused to release to the public his education, work, and travel 
documents12 (including passports he used for international travel); 

(11) Obama’s kindergarten records13 have allegedly disappeared; 

(12) Obama’s application to the Franciscus Assisi Primary School in Indonesia 
states he was an Indonesian citizen;14 

(13) Obama has only produced for public viewing a 2008 computer image of an 
alleged computer generated 2007 Certification of Live Birth (COLB) 15 which 

                                                      
5 www.scribd.com/doc/22046837/Obama-Kenyan-Born-in-27-June-2004-Issue-of-Kenyan-Newspaper-The-Standard-Online-Edition  
6 www.youtube.com/watch?v=dBJihJBePcs  
7 www.thebirthers.org/challenge/challenge.html  
8 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=103796  
9 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=100590  
10 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=103796  
11 www.youtube.com/watch?v=s5OUdj_YIpo  
12 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=105950  
13 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=105950  
14 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=72667  
15 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=101483  
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contains no independently verifiable information to corroborate his alleged birth 
in Honolulu as would be found on a Certificate of Live Birth (Birth Certificate);16 

(14) Various experts17 on documents and digital images state the digital image of 
the alleged 2007 computer generated Certification of Live Birth (COLB) placed 
on the internet by Obama’s campaign in 2008 and the alleged underlying 
document later pictured on the internet is a forgery;18  

(15) Obama refuses to produce a contemporaneous birth certificate created in 
1961;19 

(16) Hawaii Health Department 20  has publicly released incomplete and 
inconclusive information showing that Obama was born in Honolulu; 

(17) In 1961 it was not very difficult for a family member to defraud the State of 
Hawaii21 by registering and claiming a child was born there when he or she was 
not and obtain a Hawaiian birth certificate; 

(18) A newspaper birth announcement from local Honolulu newspapers22 was 
simply a confirmation that the Honolulu health department “registered” a birth 
as occurring there based on what someone told them. Given Hawaii’s very lax 
birth registration laws in 1961, without independent contemporaneous evidence 
and non-family member witnesses, the registration of a birth as having occurred 
in Hawaii does not 100% prove the birth actually occurred there;23 

(19) The proffered online image of the Certification of Live Birth (COLB) put on 
the internet states in the lower left corner a date of “Filing” the birth registration.  
It does not state that the birth registration was “Accepted.”  Computer generated 
COLBs obtained for other people registered in Hawaii have the word and date 
“Accepted” in that field. See these examples24 compared to Obama’s COLB. 
This implies the birth registration was never finally accepted and that additional 
information on the birth registration was requested by the state but never 
received.25 If the state questioned the evidence in 1961 provided by the family to 
register the birth as occurring in Hawaii, that is all the more reason now to 
investigate the birth registration method and statements provided to the Health 

                                                      
16 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=101483  
17 www.therightsideoflife.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/12/executedsandralinesdeclaration_1.pdf  
18 http://polarik.blogtownhall.com/2009/05/04/why_obama_will_never_show_his_birth_certificate.html  
19 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=101483  
20 www.thepostemail.com/2009/12/26/petition/  
21 www.westernjournalism.com/?page_id=2697  
22 www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=121136  
23 www.youtube.com/watch?v=HmZpwcRf3FQ  
24 http://s55.photobucket.com/albums/g160/steveb777/?action=view&current=ObamaCOLBfromPolitifactdotcom_Compa.jpg  
25 http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2304917/posts  
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Department by the family back in 1961. What evidence was missing such that 
the registration was never Accepted; 

(20) There is no public drive to commemorate Obama’s place of birth; 

(21) No government, political, security, or police agency or media entity has 
confirmed for the American people that Obama was born in Honolulu; and 

(22) Attorney Phil Berg has filed with a Federal Court an affidavit in which an 
investigator recounts how he went to the hospital in Mombasa, Kenya and was 
told by officials there that Obama was born in that hospital. 

None of these factors alone would be sufficient to disprove that Obama was born in 
Hawaii. But the totality of them raises legitimate doubts which Obama should dispel by 
providing corroborating evidence supporting his claim that he was born in Hawaii. That 
evidence must be more than just posting a computer image of an alleged 2008 COLB 
which at best is only prima facie evidence that he was born in Hawaii, for it does not 
contain the name of the birth hospital in Honolulu or of the delivering doctor there or 
other corroborating evidence. 

Given America’s military might and who her current enemies are, Americans know that 
an attack upon America will most likely not come from without but rather from within. 
They also know the amount of power that the President and Commander in Chief of the 
Military wields and how that power affects their lives every day. Given these 
circumstances, it should not be difficult to understand why Americans, concerned for 
their life, liberty, safety, security, tranquility, and property, want to protect themselves by 
making sure that their President and Commander in Chief was born in Hawaii as he 
claims he was and that he is a “natural born Citizen” to whom they can entrust their very 
lives.26 

It is Obama who chose to run for President. We cannot imagine that he does not realize 
that he has no reasonable expectation of privacy as to his place of birth and as to what 
he has done in his life. Regardless of where Obama was born, he has lost what he 
probably perceives to be nothing more than a little birth certificate game given that he 
has disrespected so many Americans who have every right to know who their President 
is. Obama is supposed to be a constitutional scholar. Maybe he never learned or he 
forgot that the President works for and answers to the people who under our 
Constitutional Republic are the sovereigns. 

We hope that Hawaii can understand the frustrations that these concerned Americans 
feel when they turn to that state for confirmation regarding Obama’s place of birth which 
Obama himself could easily provide. Obama’s refusal to provide basic credible 
information showing where he was born27 can only leave us thinking what is Obama 
hiding. 

 

                                                      
26 http://puzo1.blogspot.com/2009/08/why-natural-born-citizen-clause-is.html  
27 http://www.wnd.com/index.php?fa=PAGE.printable&pageId=101289  
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DISCUSSION 6. JOHN CHARLTON, LEGAL ANALYSIS: BRITISH LAW DECLARES OBAMA A 

BRITISH SUBJECT! — THE FACTS, THE LAW, THE INESCAPABLE CONCLUSION 

LEGAL ANALYSIS:  
BRITISH LAW DECLARES OBAMA A BRITISH SUBJECT!  

THE FACTS, THE LAW, THE INESCAPABLE CONCLUSION 
John Charlton 

The Post & Email, December 24, 2009 

http://www.thepostemail.com/2009/12/24/british-law-declares-obama-a-british-citizen/ 

(Dec. 24, 2009) — Barack Hussein Obama has 
written 2 biographies about himself and has 
publicly spoken of his origins in many public 
speeches.  He claims as his biological and legal 
father, a man who went by the name Barack 
Hussein Obama.  That is the more common 
Kenyan spelling of the name.  His claimed 
father also went by the names “Barak” and 
“Barack”, the former when he penned an article 
in an journal on economics, in Nairobi, in the 
60’s, the latter when he registered at the 
University of Hawaii.  The latter form appears 
on the electronic image of Obama’s alleged 
Certification of Live Birth. 

If we apply the provisions of British and 
Kenyan law to the simple facts, which Obama 
claims about himself — though in truth there is 
no publically available documentation to 
confirm the truth of these facts — the 
inescapable conclusion is that Obama was born 
a British subject and is now, still to this day, a 
British subject:  a Commonwealth citizen, to be 
exact. 

The laws and regulations which lead to this 
conclusion are the official British Consular 
Registry Stipulations, the British Nationality Act 
of 1948 and of 1981, Kenya Constitution, and 
the Kenya Independence Act of 1963. 

Let’s see how these apply to Barack 
Hussein Obama, Jr. 

THE CONSEQUENCE OF OBAMA’S ALLEGED BIRTH 
STORY IS THAT HE’D BE BORN A ‘BRITISH CITIZEN 
BY DESCENT’ 

The British Consular Registry uses the 
criteria set forth in the British Nationality Act of 
1948 Section 5(1) of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies to determine who would be qualified 
as a “British Citizen By Descent.” 

Section 5-1 reads thus: 

5.—(1) Subject to the provisions of this section, a person 
born after the commencement of this Act shall be a citizen 
of the United Kingdom and Colonies by descent if his father 
is a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies at the time 
of the birth: 

Provided that if the father of such a person is a citizen of the 
United Kingdom and Colonies by descent only, that person 
shall not be a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies by 
virtue of this section unless— 

(a) that person is born or his father was born in a 
protectorate, protected state, mandated territory or trust 
territory or any place in a foreign country where by treaty, 
capitulation, grant, usage, sufferance, or other lawful 
means, His Majesty then has or had jurisdiction over British 
subjects; or 

(b) that person’s birth having occurred in a place in a foreign 
country other than a place such as is mentioned in the last 
foregoing paragraph, the birth is registered at a United 
Kingdom consulate within one year of its occurrence, or, 
with the permission of the Secretary of State, later; or 

(c) that person’s father is, at the time of the birth, in Crown 
service under His Majesty’s government in the United 
Kingdom; or 

(d) that person is born in any country mentioned in 
subsection (3) of section one of this Act in which a 
citizenship law has then taken effect and does not become 
a citizen thereof on birth. 

The man Obama claims as his father is 
Barack Hussein Obama, Sr., a man born in 
the Kenya Colony in 1936.  Being born in the 
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Kenya Colony, he was a British subject or 
citizen.  Obama was born after the 
commencement of this above quoted act, ergo, 
Obama Jr. is a British citizen-by-descent; the 
precise nature of his citizenship would be a 
Citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies 
(CUKC).  Citizenship by descent is the means of 
obtaining it. 

THE CONSEQUENCE OF OBAMA’S ALLEGED BIRTH 
STORY IS THAT HE’D BECOME A CITIZEN OF KENYA 
IN 1963 

According to the Kenya Constitution (87), 
Obama became a Kenyan citizen in 1963, by 
virtue of the fact that his claimed father was 
born in the Kenya colony. 

The Constitution of Kenya, Section 87, 
reads thus: 

87*. Persons who became citizens on 12th December, 1963 

1.Every person who, having been born in Kenya, is on llth 
December, 1963,  as a citizen of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies or a British protected person, shall become a citizen 
of Kenya on 12th December, 1963:Provided that a person 
shall not become a citizen of Kenya by virtue of this 
subsection if neither of his parents was born in Kenya. 

2.Every person who, having been born outside Kenya, is on 
llth December, 1963, as a citizen of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies or a British protected person, shall, if his father 
becomes, or would but for his death have become, a citizen 
of Kenya by virtue of subsection (1), become a citizen of 
Kenya on 12th December, 1963. 

Therefore Obama Jr. became a citizen of 
Kenya, Dec. 12, 1963, when his father did.  
Moreover, when his father returned to Kenya, 
upon graduation from Harvard, he obtained 
employment with the Kenyan Government as a 
senior Economist.  However, in section 88 it 
specifies that one who can become a citizen, 
may only register as such if he is 21 years or 
older.  Whether this means that he is not a 
citizen unless registered it not clear.  If so, then if 
Obama Jr.’s parent(s) did not register him, he 
might not have become a Kenyan citizen. 

Note, that while the Kenyan constitution 
prohibits dual citizenship for those 21 years old 

or older, it does not do so for minors (cf. 
section 97 of the Kenyan Constitution). 

THE CONSEQUENCE OF OBAMA’S ALLEGED 
BIRTH STORY IS THAT HE’D BECOME A 
COMMONWEALTH CITIZEN IN 1963 

According to the Kenya Independence Act 
of 1963, Obama would have lost his British 
citizenship status as a Citizen of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies, if he became a 
Kenyan citizen on Dec. 11, 1963. 

This is the legal conclusion of the 
provisions  of Chapter 54, section 2(2): 

(2) Save as provided by section 3 of this 
Act, any person who immediately before the 
appointed day is a citizen of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies shall on that day cease 
to be such a citizen if on that day he becomes 
a citizen of Kenya. 

Nor is this obviated by the provisions of 
Section 3 of the Act, because these expressly 
do not include Kenya, but only the other 
colonies and protectorates of the British 
Empire. 

However, according to Section 95 of the 
Kenyan Constitution, all Kenyan citizens 
become Commonwealth Citizens: 

95. Commonwealth citizens 

1.Every person who. under this Constitution or an Act of 
Parliament. is a citizen of Kenya or who, under any law for 
{he time being in force in a country to which this section 
applies. is a citizen of that country shall, by virtue of that 
citizenship, have the status of a Commonwealth citizen. 

What’s happening here, is that Kenya is 
going from the status of a colony to the staus 
of a Commonwealth Nation.  Those who were 
Citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies 
in virtue of their birth or descent from 
someone born in Kenya, are now 
Commonwealth citizens, because Kenya has 
become independent. 

Note that a Commonwealth citizen is the 
modern term which corresponds to the older 
term, “British subject”.  This is because a 
British subject was the category of citizenship 
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which encompased Citizens of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies and British Protected 
Persons.  “British subject” as a term is no longer 
used, but the notion is the same.  It would be 
more accurate not to call Obama a “british 
subject”, but a “Commonwealth citizen,” but for 
Americans they would not understand what the 
latter is, without an explanation (most don’t 
know what the Commonwealth of Nations is 
either). 

OBAMA’S ALLEGED CHILDHOOD HISTORY RAISES 
THE QUESTION THAT HE WAS ADOPTED BY AN 
INDONESIAN CITIZEN, AND THEREFORE BECAME 
AN INDONESIAN CITIZEN IN 1966-67 

According to the laws of Indonesia, in force 
in the 1960’s, Obama would have become a 
citizen of Indonesia if he was adopted by Lolo 
Soetero at the age of 5 or younger. 

It is not yet known whether he was adopted, 
of if he was, in what year this may have 
occurred.  Facts to support such an adoption 
are thus:  an Indonesian school record which 
indicates that he was an Indonesian citizen, 
bearing the name Barry Soetero, and the 
Dunham-Soetero Divorce Decree of 1981, 
which indicates a non-minor as a child of the 
marriage. 

That Obama goes by the name “Barry” was 
evidenced recently, when he called into a radio 
show and spoke with the outgoing Governor of 
Virginia.  On that occasion he identified himself 
as “Barry from D.C..” When questioned about 
this phone call, the White House said that it 
“would not be inaccurate” to say the person 
calling was Barack Hussein Obama, Jr.. 

THE PRESUMPTION IS THAT OBAMA DID NOT 
REVOKE HIS BRITISH CITIZENSHIP ON AUG. 4, 
1979 

According to the British Home Office: U.K. 
Border Agency, to renounce British Citizenship 
one must be at least 18 years of age and fill out 
a declaration, using form RN. 

Therefore, upon reaching the age of 18, on 
Aug. 4, 1979, Obama could have revoked his 

citizenship.  However, the British Government 
has never affirmed that he has.  Therefore in 
law we must presume that he has not, if his 
birth story is true. 

THERE IS GROUND TO SUPPOSE OBAMA 
RENEWED HIS KENYAN CITIZENSHIP IN 1982 

The Kenyan constitution establishes that 
upon reaching the age of 21 years, a Kenyan 
citizen must renounce all other citizenships, if 
he wants to retain his Kenyan citizenship.   
There is a 2 year window in which he must 
make such a renunciation.  In Obama’s case 
this window opened on Aug. 4, 1982, and 
closed on Aug. 4, 1984.  It is known that 
Obama visited Kenya 2 years after his father’s 
death (which occurred in 1981), and thus in 
1983, during this window of opportunity. 

The Consequence of Obama’s alleged 
birth story is that in 1983, he’d  was born a 
British subject and remains such today 

Obama acknowledges his British 
citizenship, by bowing to his Queen, Elizabeth 
II. 

The British Nationality Act of 1981 
changed the nomenclature for citizenship 
status. 

The pertinent provision of that act is found 
in Chapter 61, Part III, and reads as follows: 

PART III BRITISH OVERSEAS CITIZENSHIP 

s 26 Citizens of U.K. and Colonies who are to become 
British Overseas citizens at commencement. 

Any person who was a citizen of the United Kingdom and 
Colonies immediately before commencement and who does 
not at commencement become either a British citizen or a 
[British overseas territories citizen] [FN1] shall at 
commencement become a British Overseas citizen. 

By “commencement”, the Act signifies 
Jan. 1, 1983, the date upon which it went into 
force. 

Hence according to this Act, if Obama Jr. , 
did not become a Kenyan citizen, because his 
parent(s) did not register him as such, he 
would have gone from being classified a 
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Citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies by 
descent, to a British Overseas Citizen.  If he did 
become a Kenyan citizen, then he became also 
a Commonwealth Citizen on Dec. 11, 1963, 
and that is the modern term for a British 
subject. 

In summary, Obama was born a British 
subject, and remains either a British Overseas 
Citizen or a Commonwealth Citizen, that is, in 
either case, a British subject even today — that 
is, if his birth story is true.  He was also a citizen 
of Kenya prior to age 21, and may still be one.  
He seems also to have been a citizen of 
Indonesia from 1966-1980’s, but his Indonesian 
citizenship status is uncertain. 

Editor’s note: There was another article at The 
Post & Email with a similar title and subject, 
but which I was asked to pull by its author, 
since the author feared being attacked by 
Obama supporters.  I owe nearly all the 
research to this author, but this article is 
entirely my own creation, inasmuch as I have 
not cited the author in anything, and wrote all 
the above myself, excluding the cited laws. I 
have however, altered the argument, since 
now with further study, I find that it is more 
correct to say Obama was born a British 
subject and now remains such. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 7. THREATS OF OBAMA’S ASSASSINATION AS A DIRECT RESULT OF 

FEDERAL COURTS REFUSAL TO ADDRESS THE NATURAL BORN CITIZEN REQUIRMENT FOR 

THE OFFICE OF PRESIDENT 
There is the undeniable belief in checks and balance system of the Constitution of the United 

States and a solid belief that the Government is subservient to the People and NOT the People 
subservient to the Government. This constitutional ethos is reflected in Louis Fisher, INTERPRETING THE 
CONSTITUTION: MORE THAN WHAT THE SUPREME COURT SAYS, Congressional Research Service and 
Studies Center (Fall 2008), included in this COMPLAINT in its entirety beginning on page 91 of this 
Complaint. Attempts by any or all of the branches of Government attempt to make the People 
subservient with acts of oppression and tyranny will be tolerated only to a certain extent and duration 
of time until such conditions become intolerable.  

A. Frederick Douglass. [1857] THE SIGNIFICANCE OF EMANCIPATION IN THE WEST INDIES, 
Speech, Canandaigua, New York, August 3, 1857: 

“Let me give you a word of the philosophy of reform. The whole history of the 
progress of human liberty shows that all concessions yet made to her august claims, 
have been born of earnest struggle. The conflict has been exciting, agitating, 
all-absorbing, and for the time being, putting all other tumults to silence. It must do this 
or it does nothing. If there is no struggle there is no progress. Those who profess to 
favor freedom and yet depreciate agitation, are men who want crops without plowing 
up the ground, they want rain without thunder and lightening. They want the ocean 
without the awful roar of its many waters.”  

“This struggle may be a moral one, or it may be a physical one, and it may be both 
moral and physical, but it must be a struggle. Power concedes nothing without a 
demand. It never did and it never will. Find out just what any people will quietly 
submit to and you have found out the exact measure of injustice and wrong which will 
be imposed upon them, and these will continue till they are resisted with either words 
or blows, or with both. The limits of tyrants are prescribed by the endurance of those 
whom they oppress. In the light of these ideas, Negroes will be hunted at the North, 
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and held and flogged at the South so long as they submit to those devilish outrages, 
and make no resistance, either moral or physical. Men may not get all they pay for in 
this world; but they must certainly pay for all they get. If we ever get free from the 
oppressions and wrongs heaped upon us, we must pay for their removal. We must do 
this by labor, by suffering, by sacrifice, and if needs be, by our lives and the lives of 
others.” Frederick Douglass, 1857.1 

 

B. David Churchman, WHY WE FIGHT: THEORIES OF HUMAN AGGRESSION AND CONFLICT, 
University Press of America, Lanham, Maryland (2005), ISBN 0-7618-3306-4 
(paperback), 

The Conclusion to “CHAPTER 3: THE NATURE OF MAN” 

The question of whether man is aggressive or peaceful by nature or by nurture has 
long been disputed, is not yet resolved, and may never be. The best evidence suggests 
that neither position is correct –that the question is a false dichotomy and the two 
interact to produce the incredible individual and cultural variety seen across human 
history. Our ancestors provide controversial evidence as to our evolution from 
aggressive hunters, peaceful gegetarians, or opportunistic scavengers. Our biology, 
particularly our hormones and differences between the sexes, provide insights. 
Fundamental drives, to pass on our genes, to defend territory, to achieve status, and to 
establish an individual identity, have explanatory power. Furthermore, like other 
species, we resolve or manage many of our disputes by methods other than fighting, 
most often vebally. Conflict is common but it is worth remembering that people are 
more often altruistic and cooperative than warlike and murderous in their relations 
with one another. 

The Conclusion to “CHAPTER 4: AGGRESSION AND THE MIND” 

Anger might stimulate an impetuous courage, but of all degrees of courage, that is the 
least effective. By outrage, I mean taking moral offense at something. . . . Outrage, 
which our sense of duty summons us to redress, on the other hand, can find 
expression in a wider range of behavior. We can use expressions that anger uses, or 
we can purposefully go about redressing the offense in quiet, civil, ways, our 
comportment no different from what it is in other endeavors. . . . Anger and the 
courage it can spark are depleted rather quickly. We blow up, speak our piece, swing 
our fist until retribution is accomplished, and then we move on. . . . Outrage, if we 
have a sense of duty, endures until the wrong is righted, as can the courage needed to 
accomplish the task. 

Note that the Frederick Douglass in 1857 (pre-Civil War era) and David Churchman 148 years 
later in 2005 essentially discuss the same subject matter: human reactions to arbitrary aggressive 
behavior under various names, i.e., bullying, verbal abuse, harassment, government oppression and 
tyranny, fascism, judicial tyrants and despots. 

                                                      
1 In THE FREDERICK DOUGLASS PAPERS. SERIES ONE: SPEECHES, DEBATES, AND INTERVIEWS. Volume 3: 1855-63. 
Edited by John W. Blassingame. New Haven: Yale University Press, p. 204 (1985). 
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“Outrage, if we have a sense of duty, endures until the wrong is righted, as can the courage 
needed to accomplish the task” best describes the flood of calls for President Obama’s assassination 
after the passage of the PATIENT PROTECTION AND AFFORDABLE CARE ACT H.R. 3590 (Health Care 
Reform bill). 

C The Progressive Movement’s Revolution to Overthrow Our Free Market Republican 
Form of Government for a Marxist/Socialist Form of Government as Cause for a 
Counter-Revolution with Threats of President Obama’s Assassination.  

Because people and governments forget history’s lessons history is doomed to repeats itself. It 
is very consceiveable to disguise a scheme to overthrow the Government of the United States from 
within the Government by using the political process against itself to advance that subversive political 
scheme. In this instance it is the Progressives infesting both the Democrat and Republican Political 
Parties of the House and Senate pushing their Progressive Movement that began in the early 1900s to 
incrementally transform the United States into a Marxist or Socialist Government until such a time 
when the threshold is reached through the electoral process to make bold changes in one election cycle 
for that final push into Socialism. That final push was the passing of the PATIENT PROTECTION AND 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT H.R. 3590 (Health Care Reform bill) that was signed into law by President 
Obama. The rise to the presidency by Obama and the sum total of his activities giving the appearance 
of overthrowing our free market system of a Republican Form of Government into a Socialist 
Government implies Seditious Conspiracies (18 U.S.C. § 2384) disguised as the political-electoral 
process. 

From ABC News, Russell Goldman and Jason Ryan, HEALTH CARE BILL SPURS ASSASSINATION 
CALLS ON TWITTER: SECRET SERVICE TO INVESTIGATE CALLS FOR PRESIDENT OBAMA'S ASSASSINATION, 
March 22, 2010:  

The Secret Service is investigating two 
Twitter users who, apparently angered by the 
passage of the health care reform bill, took to 
the Internet Sunday to call for the assassination 
of President Obama.  

“ASSASSINATION! America, we survived 
the Assassinations and Lincoln & Kennedy. 
We'll surely get over a bullet to Barack Obama's 
head," wrote one Twitter user, who goes by the 
handle Solly Forell, and identifies himself as a 
conservative blogger and "'authentic' African 
American."  

Soon after the first post, Forell tweeted 
another message actively encouraging someone 
with a "clear shot" to kill the president.  

"The next American with a Clear Shot 
should drop Obama like a bad habit. 4get 
Blacks or his claims to b[e] Black. Turn on 
Barack Obama," he wrote on the messaging 
Web site.  

The Secret Service investigates any 
perceived threats to the president or calls for his 
assassination.  

"We are aware of the comments and are 
taking the appropriate investigative action. We 
respect the right of free speech, but in such 
instances we have a right and an obligation to 
ask questions and determine intent," the Secret 
Service told ABC News.  
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'I'd Shoot Him Myself' 

Another Twitter user who called himself 
THHEE_JAY and was identified as Jay Martin, 
tweeted "You Should be Assassinated!! 
@Barack Obama."  

Martin, who is black, followed his tweet, 
writing "If I lived in DC. I'd shoot him myself. 
Dead f***ing serious."  

As of Monday morning Martin had 1,575 
subscribers to his feed and Forrell had just 321 -
- both modest by Twitter's standards.  

Forell's name is attached to several 
makeshift conservative blogs, Anybody But 
Barack Obama2012 and the Audacity of Hype. 

 

DISCUSSION 8. PAUL HOLLRAH, THE OBAMA ELIGIBILITY QUESTION LIVES ON, 
REDCOUNTY.COM, MARCH 1, 2010  

THE OBAMA ELIGIBILITY QUESTION LIVES ON 
Poll Hollrah 

RedCounty.com, March 1, 2010 

http://www.redcounty.com/obama-eligibility-question-lives/37325 

Beyond surviving the current political madness 
in Washington, the American people have no 
greater task ahead than to insure themselves that 
another Barack Hussein Obama can never again 
hold political power in our country. 

When the Founding Fathers met in 
Philadelphia in September 1787 to sign the final 
draft of the U.S. Constitution, the physical scars of 
the War of Independence from Great Britain were 
still visible all around them and a deep-seated 
animosity toward all things British colored every 
aspect of their daily lives. So is it even remotely 
conceivable that just five years and eleven months 
after the British surrendered at Yorktown, the 
Founders would have presented to the states for 
ratification a Constitution that would allow an 
individual with divided loyalties – e.g., an 
individual with dual US-British citizenship – to 
serve as president or vice president of the United 
States?  It is not, and they did not. 

In order to forestall that eventuality the 
Framers included a provision… Article II, Section 
4… requiring that candidates for president and 
vice president be at least thirty five years of age, 
that they have been a resident of the United States 
for at least 14 years, and that they be natural born 
U.S. citizens, owing allegiance to no foreign power 
because of the circumstances of birth. 

Expressing the prevailing concerns of the 
time, Alexander Hamilton wrote in the Federalist 
Papers, “These most deadly adversaries of 
republican government (cabal, intrigue, etc.) 
might actually have expected to make their 
approach from more than one quarter, but chiefly 
from the desire in foreign powers to gain an 
improper ascendant in our councils. How could 
they better gratify this than by raising a creature of 
their own to the chief magistracy of the Union?” 

In recent columns we have discussed the 
controlling legal authority, under U.S., British, 
and Kenyan law, necessary to determine Barack 
Obama’s eligibility to serve as President of the 
United States. 

If we can agree that Obama’s father, a citizen 
of Kenya, then a British colony, was a British 
subject at the time of his birth, a fact that Obama 
himself has attested to on numerous occasions, it 
is evident that, under Part 2, Section 5[1] of the 
British Nationality Act of 1948, Obama was born 
with automatic British citizenship “by decent” 
from his father.   Thus, it is an inescapable fact 
that Obama held dual US-British citizenship from 
the date of his birth, August 4, 1961, until 
December 12, 1963, the day that Kenya won its 
independence from Great Britain. 
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However, Article VI, Section 87[3](2) of the 
Kenyan Constitution states that “Every person 
who, having been born outside Kenya, is on 11th 
December, 1963 a citizen of the United Kingdom 
and Colonies (Obama Jr.), or a British protected 
person, shall, if his father becomes, or would but 
for his death have become a citizen of Kenya by 
virtue of subsection (1), become a citizen of Kenya 
on 12th December, 1963.”  

Therefore, setting aside the possibility that 
Obama MAY HAVE acquired Indonesian 
citizenship when his mother married Indonesian 
Lolo Soetoro and moved to Jakarta in 1967, it is 
clear that Obama held dual US-Kenyan citizenship 
from December 12, 1963, the date of Kenyan 
independence, until at least his 21st birthday on 
August 4, 1982, when he claims to have been a 
student at Columbia University in New York.   

In either event, Barack Obama is clearly not a 
“natural born” U.S. citizens and is, therefore, 
ineligible to serve in the office he occupies. So 
how did we manage to get ourselves into this 
mess? Three successive systemic failures combined 
to provide us with a usurper president.  

The first failure occurred in Denver, Colorado 
during the last week of August 2008 when 
Democrats met to nominate candidates for 
president and vice president. The delegates to that 
convention had an obligation to put before the 
American people fully qualified candidates for our 
nation’s two highest offices.  They did not live up 
to that responsibility. Instead, they certified to the 
states a candidate for president who was, and is, 
ineligible to serve in that office. 

The second failure occurred on December 15, 
2008 when the Electoral College met to elect a 
president and vice president. In Federalist Paper 
No. 68, Alexander Hamilton referred to the 
“investigation” necessary to the selection of a 
president and vice president. In describing the 
duties of the Electoral College, he said, “A small 
number of persons, selected by their fellow citizens 
from the general mass, will be most likely to 
possess the information and discernment requisite 
to so complicated an investigation.” 

Although the Democratic members of the 
2008 Electoral College were forewarned that 
Obama may not possess the necessary 
qualifications, they were apparently so anxious to 
regain control of the White House that they 
simply ignored their constitutional obligation to 
select a candidate who was fully qualified to 
serve. 

The third and final failure occurred on 
January 8, 2009 when the Congress met in joint 
session to certify the vote of the Electoral College.  
As the final and failsafe step in the electoral 
process, the Congress had the duty to insure 
themselves of the qualifications of Barack Obama 
and Joe Biden… which they failed to do.  

So where does this leave us? Obama Kool-
Ade drinkers, and Democrats in general, are 
blithely  dismissive. Their view is that the people 
have spoken; they went to the polls and voted, so 
that’s it… leave it alone. Article II, Section 4 of the 
Constitution be damned. But that cannot be the 
case. 

In a December 8, 2008 discussion of the 
congressional certification process, Dr. Edwin 
Viera, Jr., Ph.D., J.D., a leading authority on the 
Constitution, argues that, “… the question of 
Obama’s eligibility vel non is not within the 
discretion of Congress to skirt or decide as its 
Members may deem politically or personally 
expedient.  

“Even by unanimous vote, Congress cannot 
constitutionally dispense with the requirement that 
Obama must be ‘a natural born Citizen,’ by 
simply assuming that he is such, or by accepting 
something other than what lawyers call ‘the best 
evidence.’ “ (e.g. Obama’s published certificate of 
live birth, versus a certified Hawaiian birth 
certificate) 

Dr. Viera argues that, if no objection is made 
on the basis that Obama is not a natural born 
citizen (in which case an Elector cannot 
constitutionally vote for him)… the matter cannot 
be said to have been settled to a “constitutional 
sufficiency (emphasis added),” because Congress 
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has no power to simply waive the Constitution’s 
eligibility requirement…  

This leaves us with the question, if the 
Congress acts irresponsibly, indifferently, or not at 
all, is the issue foreclosed forever? Not at all. 
Instead, Dr. Viera suggests that the time will come 
when the Justice Department will attempt to 
enforce, through criminal prosecutions, some of 
the controversial legislation that the new Congress 
will enact and Obama will sign into law. Then, “as 
a matter of undeniable constitutional right and 
practical necessity,” a class of litigants with 
absolute standing will come into existence. 

With Obama occupying the Oval Office, that 
day has already arrived. We need only to await 
the courageous individual(s) who will stand on 
principle, demanding that the laws they are 
required to obey were signed into law by a 
president eligible to do so… that they are, in fact, 
the law of the land.  

Above all, the American people must 
understand what it means to simply ignore Article 
II, Section 4 of the Constitution… for no better 
reason than that it would be incredibly messy to 
remove Obama at this late date. For one to take 
that position, one must then also be willing to 
cavalierly set aside other provisions of the 
Constitution, such as the 1st Amendment rights to 

religious freedom, free speech, a free press, and 
the freedom of assembly; the 2nd Amendment 
right to keep and bear arms; the 4th Amendment 
protections against illegal search and seizure; the 
5th Amendment rights against self-incrimination; 
and the 7th Amendment right to trial by jury. 

Are we to question citizenship rights for 
African Americans under the 14th Amendment, 
black voting rights under the 15th Amendment, 
women’s voting rights under the 19th 
Amendment, or the eighteen-year-old vote under 
the 26th Amendment? And how about 
presidential election voting rights for District of 
Columbia residents, guaranteed under the 23rd 
Amendment? 

It is safe to assume that, among these latter 
groups… blacks, women, 18-20 year-olds, and 
DC residents… there are a substantial number of 
Obama voters. Are they truly serious about simply 
ignoring Article II, Section 4, while demanding 
that we hold fast to everything else in the 
Constitution? Would they have their cake and eat 
it too?  

The United States Constitution means exactly 
what it says… nothing more, nothing less… and if 
we expect to reap the benefits of its many rights 
and freedoms we cannot allow the document to 
be selectively enforced. Stay tuned, America. 

 

Al Sharpton, interviewed by Geraldo Rivera at Large on Fox News, March 21, 2010, made the follow 
confession: 

Al Sharpton: “I think that the president and Nancy Pelosi get credit,” 
Sharpton said. “I think this began the transforming of the 
country the way the president had promised. This is what 
he ran on.” 

Geraldo Revera: What are you to Socialism? 

Al Sharpton:  First of all, then we have to say the American public 
overwhelmingly voted for socialism when they elected 
President Obama.* Let’s not act as though the president 
didn’t tell the American people – the president offered the 
American people health reform when he ran. He was 
overwhelmingly elected running on that and he has 
delivered what he promised.”  

“I don't understand Republicans saying this is against the 
will of the American people. They voted for President 
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Obama who said this was going to be one of the first things 
he would do and he has done the first hurdle of that 
tonight. So I think the American people was very loud and 
clear. This was not some concept the president introduced 
after he won. He ran on this and the American people won 
tonight because they got finally something from a president 
they voted for.” 

*Glenn Beck, March 22, 2010, aired the underlined clip of Geraldo Rivera’s interview of Al Shapton. 
Glenn Beck’s commentary on the video clip: 

“Really? Thank you Al. The mask is coming off. This is good news. 
Progressives are revealing themselves.” 

 Because the U.S. Congress failed or refused to recognize the Progressive Movement’s invasion of the 
Democrat and Republican Parties in both houses of Congress and failed or refused to hold President Barack 
Hussein Obama to prove his eligibililty to hold that office as a candidate who is a natural born citizen under 
Article II, Section 1. And because the U.S. Congress failed or refused to protect the United States from an external 
invasion of foreign enemies through the open border policy of the previous and current administrations or by an 
internal invasion of a foreign political organizational movement hostile and destructive to our Republican Form of 
Government through the Progressive Movement infiltrating the Democrat and Republican Parties in both houses of 
Congress. 

2. An Examination of the Available Evidence Shows President Obama was Born (August 4, 1961) a British Subject 
under the  Not a Natural Born Citizen of the United States 

 

DISCUSSION 9. THE ROLE OF THE SECOND AMENDMENT AND THE U.S. MERCHANT 

MARINE AND MERCHANT MARINE PERSONNEL UNDER THE GENERAL SUPERINTENDENCE OF 

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY (46 U.S.C. § 2103) 
RULE 301 

PRESUMPTIONS IN GENERAL IN CIVIL ACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS 
FEDERAL RULES OF EVIDENCE,.  

 

In all civil actions and proceedings not otherwise provided for by Act of 
Congress or by these rules, a presumption imposes on the party against 
whom it is directed the burden of going forward with evidence to rebut 
or meet the presumption, but does not shift to such party the burden of 
proof in the sense of the risk of nonpersuasion, which remains 
throughout the trial upon the party on whom it was originally cast. 


