Research and Conclusions of Floyd Wright, C.P.A.

California Public Accountant Floyd Wright (deceased) prepared this 8 page letter in which
he concludes, "I might summarize the foregoing with the following statement . We can
research the Constitution, Supreme Court cases, the Internal Revenue Code and even the
dictionary and each will force us to conclude the present income tax is immoral, illegal and
invalid. There, we cannot be liable and filing is unnecessary." Whether one agrees or
disagrees with Mr. Wright's various contentions, what kind of law leaves itself open to such
apparently preposterous statements by a Public Accountant who is willing to have such a
letter notarized and widely circulated? What in heaven's name is going on here?
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Floyd A. Wrighy
Public Ascouncyné
[ncgine Tan Agrhor and Lecoucer
. 1240 Easr Maln Streee, Syice 2
Grass Valley, California 9594%
918 2739502
April 11, 1991

Deat Mr.

This is Tn response to your inquiry reqarding my discoveries and conclusions
pertaining to the filing of income tax returns and the mysteries in the Intersal
rRevanue Code. ' )

My qualifications and experience in this field are varfed. [ am 1{censsd to
practice as & Public Accountant (Registration No. 20804) and Real Estate Broker in
California. 1 fougnt off a two felony indictment by the [nternal Revenus Sarvica
and came out victorious. I have written about this experfence and the discoveries
-1 made during the battle (Beat The IRS? I Did!) and published other tax writings as
“well. For about twenty years [ have been activé 1n researching the . [ntarnal
Kevenue Code and court cases pertaining to this subject,

I have concluded from all these experiences and research that ng iadividual
{5 cbligated to File a tax return {1040 form}, regardless of the amount or tyne of
tncome received. An explanation of the reasons for this conclusion will follow.

© How can ] make such an opinfon that fs out of step with what most Americans
ars dofng esch year? Can one hundred million Americans, wha are filing Incoms . fax
., returns, be wrong? Such questions are valid and need an answer, '
To properly answer these questions, a bit of tax history needs tc be
presented. In 1894 we had an {ncome fax in effect, supported by statutory Taw,
In 1495 this law was challenged up ta -the Suprema Court. The Supreme Lourt
declared this fncome tax to be unconstituticnal, because 1t was & direct tax being
appTied without apportionment. ~An excerpt from this case follows:

"The tax imposed by sections twenty-seven to thirty-seven, fnclusive »f tha
act of 1894, so far 'as it fails on the income of real estate and of parsonal
property, being a direct tax within the meaning of the Canstitution, and
therefore, onconstitutional and void becawse not appartioned according to -
- representation, ‘all. those sections, constituting one entire scheme of
taxation, are necessarfly invalid.” Pollock v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.,
155 U.5. 6Q1, 637 - : .

Apportionment was one of the tax 1imitations Tisted in our constitution (Article I,
Sec., ¥, paragraph 4). The only other type of taxes permitted by our constitution
were duties, imposts and excises. However, these also had 3 restriction. They had
te be uniform throughout the U.S5. See Article I, Sec, 8, paragraph 1 of tha U.S.
Constitution. S$ince the fncome tax is mot apportioned nor is it vniform it fails
lo satisfy the constitutional requirements for either a direct ar an axcige tax,
Therefore, 1t 15 obviously unconstitutional. )

r

Page 2 of 9



. The fnreguing would seem to be adequate reasons for not fillng and paying: J
income tax. 50, why is nearly everyone filing and paying? The answer to this fs
. somewhat complicated. ' '

Tha X¥Ith Amendment to cur Constitution was proposed in July 1909, It was,
altegedly, ratified in 1913. This amendment stated as follows:

“The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes an {ncemes, from
whataver source derived, -without apportionment among the several States, aad
without regard to any census or snumeration.™ -U.5. Coastitution; XVith
Amendment i

The average person wouild assume this amendment-svercame the restriction of
Teyying direct -taxes without apportionment. MHowever, .an  amendnent which -
contredicts a portion of the constitution is fnvalid, unless tt containg a section
voiding the contradictory terms of the constitution. The X¥Ith amendment contained
ho ‘such pardgrapin. Furthermore, the Supreme Court in the case of Brushibsr v,
Union Pecific Railroad Co., 240 U.5. 1 (1915) verified this' statement by saying
Longress was given no new power of taxation as a result of the passage of the Xvltn
amendment., _

" . Wenmight ask, if they were given no new taxation power, what was the purpose
of the XvIth amendment? The only answer possible to this question would be, the
amendment was needed as a “red herring"-in order to con the public fato thinkinn
the XYIth amendment gave constitutional approval of {ncome tax collection.
cesfdes, it has been proven the XVIth amendment was not properly ratified by a
single state. See The Law That Never Was, by Beckman & Benson. '

Moyt everyone cam nuh see there i3 no valid legal suppart fﬁr"coﬂecting
tne, $o talled, fncome ‘tax. You might now pose the question of why haven't . the
Judges put’ an end to this i1legal process? Sa, this paint will be discussad,

Our founding fathers wisely set up three branches of government, This was
intended .to cause blockage of improper restrictions on the citizens via wetp
powers. These three branches were {ndependent of each othar and they  do not -
interfere with each other's activities. For instance, the judiciary will not -
voluntarily -pronounce some statute unconstitutional. There must be-a challenge by
& citizen forcing the judiciary to gxpound on the merits of a plece nf
tegislation. The -judges do not want to be accused  of interfering with ths
legislative process, without cause. The near. religious following of this rule,
coupied with the tack of a proper challenge of the. fncome tax amendment has kent
the tnceme tax in effect for genérations. '

Trere 1s one other factor which has aided greatly in the perpatratfon of the .
income tax fraud. This clever move consisted fn having every citizen sign the 1040
form .or return under penalties of perjury. When you sign, under penalties of
~perjury, vou are, in effect, stating you are a “taxpayer® per Sectign 7707 (a) 13
af the Internal Revenve Code. Amd you are stdting all items on the retirn are
. true, Your signature, fn this fashion, eliminates you as a possible challenger.
You have waived the right of challenge.

_ Even though the Commiss{oners of Internal Revenue had a)l citizens wall
urcar control, they felt amother strengthemer was needed. So, they managed to get
Longress to insert some penalty sections in the code. This was to pruv?de prison
sanctions for those who might challenge the wvalidity of the income tax by not
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filfng etc. After the passage of these sanctfons, they concluded the ¢{t{zens wers
sufficientty controltied so as to pose little danger to the system. O0Only in recent
years have some brave souls begun to suggest methods of gvercoming these tyrannical
methods of extracting money from the working public of this cauntry,

To summarize the foregoing, we can say, the constitution allows two types of.
téxes. dut the income tax does not fulfill oither af the restrictions contained.
The judicial department will naot notify the public of unconstitutional laws, unless
property forced to make such a decision. And there are laws praviding sanctions
for those who make mistakes in challenging their law. So, it is obvioys 3
challenging citizen must be careful,

In agdition to the foregoing characteristics, which cause the income tax tp
be invalid & illegal, there are additional constitutional reasons. The 1s5t, 4th,
5th, and 13th Amendments all prohibit such seeming demands is are made by the
Internal Hevenue Service.

A part nf the First Amendment states:

"Congress $nall make ng law... abridging the Freedom of speech, ...". 1st
Amendment; ¥. S. Coastitution

The freedom of speach includes the right not to'sueak, as well as to speak,
It 2also includes vocal and written speech. Compulsory filing ofF a 7040 form 15 a
violation of this amendment. :

A part of the Fourth Amendment Stdtes:
“Tne right of thtﬁptup'l'e to be secure fn their parsons, housag, papers. and

effects, against Lhreasonable searches and sefzures, chall not be violatad
+ee's W8, Constitution, 4th Amendment

For¢ing you to divulge all the ramifications of your monay making activities
s & violatien of your person and effects. To prove this statement, ask yoursalf,
would you make your activities known 1f thers was no alleged law demanding yoo do
1t

A part of the 5th Amendment states:

"No person ... shall be compelled 1n any criminal case to be a witness
agafnst himself, ...*. U.S, Cosstitution: 5th Amendment

And a Supreme Court case has stated:

"The informatfon revealed in the preparation and f1ling of an fncoms tax
return is, for purpeses of F{fth Amendtant analysfs the testimeny of a
“witness*, ..." . :
Sarner v. United States, 424 U, s. 647, 656

Hut the Justice Department will use your 1040 form, forced out of you by threst of
Jatl, to convict you shouid you become tao abjectionable. Obviously ‘such
procedures are 2 violation of the Fifth Amendment prohidition. :

The Thirteenth Amendnent-sta;es in part:

United States, ...

“Nefther . clavery jhor involuntary servitude, .., $h2ll exfst within the
U;$. Constitution; Thirteenth Amendment ' '
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Isn't the farced filing of a 1040 fom involuntary servitude? Of course it ic' No
one 1n the U. 5. would fill out such a form, if there was no Jail sanction impased
- for failure to do so. ’ .

Your next question would probably be, “How dags  the government get around
such obviaus restrfctions? They accaomplish it very easv., " They Jjust let you
“volunteer” the Information. They say the threat of Jail does nat forca you to-do
anything. : T .

Al of the foregoing should make tha fnvalidity of the 1income tsx
understendable for all persons. S0, how did those in power manage to fool 100
million people apd cause them tu obadiently file returns? They did 1t with
extremely clever and tricky language in the Internal Revenus Code; along with some
excellent pubTic relations work. Now I will point out some of the lanquage which
tricks  the peopla into sending in generous amounts of their funds., Later thae
pubtic relations activity will be discussed, o '

~ Does the Internal Revenue Code specifically state that you, an indfvidual s
1{able for income tax payments? No, 1t does mot. Ang 1f you should get an answer
t0 this question from 2n IRS agent, 1t would be that Section 6012 imposes such a
TabiTity. -

Chapter &) of the Code, which contafns Sectieon 6012, also contafns oripr
sactions of interest. Thase two sections are 600) and 6011. Lat us take a look at
these sections. SRR

Seg. 6001, Motice or regulatfons requiring records, ‘statements, and special
returns. .- _

Every person 1fable For any tax fmposed by this titie, or for the collection
thereof, shall keep such records, render such statements, make such returns, .
and comply with such rules and regulations as the Secretary may from time to
time prescribe... : .

Sec. 6011. Genera) requirement of return, statement, or 1fst.

(a} General rule. - : '

When required by regulations prescribed by the Secretary, any person made
1fable for any tax fmposed by this title, ar for the colTection thereof,
shall make a2 return or.statement according to the forms and requlations
“prescribed by the Secretary. ... _ :

Each of these sections emphasize that a2 person sust be 1iabtea for the tax
before the individval js obligated to consult Sectign 6012 to Find out how much
revenue it is necessary to receive tp be required to file. But the agestion
arises, Iis there eny section in the Internal Revenue Code 1indicating how an
individual becomes 1jable? There {s no such ssctign. And [ conclude, if there is
ne section stating the requirements for Hability, the Vndividual can logically
assume no Yiability exists, Therefore, the conclusion must’ be---hefshe t5 nat
11able for income tax and Filing 1s unnecessary.

Section 6012 1s realiy 3 section designating those who are not required to
file, even though they had some revenue. ‘However, 1t was cleverty worded so as to

cause the umnwary to contlude everyone had to file 1f he/she received a certain
amount of revenue, _ '
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Section 6012 has -additional clever wording,'_not apparent to the casual
‘reader. The beginning of this section follows:

Sec. 6092. Persons required to make returas of income,

{2) General rule. : " '

‘Returns with respect to fncome taxes under Subtitle A shall be made by tha
folTowing:.... : _

Pleaze note the word “required” was used In the heading but not in the text of the
law itself. The text contafns the words "shall ba made". "Why the change? If tha
- word “required” was used, ft would be mandatary for each of ys to File, And this
could be challenged as befng unconstitutional. Congress anticipated this problem,
Sc they changed it to "shall be made® and this Is permissiva’ rather than
mandatory, if the dintent of Congress 15 thwarted or the statute is mage
unconstitutions) by mandatory {interpretatfon. This s ancther example of tha
Judiciary avoiding a confliet with the Tegfslative branch of the government. Thay
Just twist the meaning so as to accomplish tneir purpose. This permissive manini
of the word "shall® has been upheld by nearly every covrt in all the states,
numter of axamples follow: )

“The mzndatory word "shall* 'nu' often be treated as merely permfssive, when
necessary to sustain & statute or accomplish fts purpose, :
Pecple ex rel. Barone v, Fox 129 N, Y. S. 646; App. Div. 611

“Presumption- 18 that word “shall”, fn ordinance, {s mandatery; but, where 1t
is Recessary to give effect to legisTative Tntent, word will be construed as
may”, o : L
City of Coloradd Springs v. Street 254 P.440. 441: 81 Colo 181

“Elections Code séction providing that court 1n electfon contest “shall®
Hiile findings and conclusfons within ten days of submfssfon thereof 1s net
mandatory, notwithstanding statutary definitfon of uoted word,® *
Garrison v. Rourke, 196 P 2d 886, 889; 32 Cal, 2d 430

“Whether “shall® as used in any statute carries i mandatory or msrely
directory implication {s to be determined by the legislative intent.” City
of Seattle v. Reed, 107 P 24 239, 2240; 6 Wash. 24 186 :

“The word “shall" may be construed as permissive where.the subject matter.
requires.” Murray v, Edes Mfg. Co.. 25 N. E. 24 745, 747; 305 Mass. 317

“The use of the words "may" and “shall” ina statute .is. not controtling on.
questions whether statute is mandatory or directoery, since either word may
be held mandatory or directory, and courts will consider ltanguage used,
-subject-matter, importance of provisions, and object {ntended to be secured,
and ascertain legislative fntent. Stite v. Christianson, 229 WN.W. 313,

318; 179 Hfnn. 337

.l-'lany more states’ tourts could be quoted. But the comments from the above six.
states should be adequate to prove the point. ' :
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Trying to make something certain out of a written statement by lawyer Judges
or non-judge lawyers Js somewhat like trying to catch 3 greased pig. About the
‘time you think you have the pig under control, it wiggles free and runs away, The
_same applies with legal writings, whether by private lawyvers (most of them],
Congressiona] Tawyers or judictal lawyers. Therefore, the point to be learned {s
to be suspicious of everything written by a lawyer. And keep in mind, the Internal
Hevenue Code was written by lawyers.

- The paperwork included with the 1040 form they send you at the beginning of
the year has some clever wording also. This contains references to the Privacy Act
and the Paperwork Requction Act, And their reference to these indicates they know
they have a responsfbility to the public. How do they fulfill -this oblfgation?
Not very well., They have worded this information so as to convincg the trusting
¢itizen there 15 an cbligation to file. This document states fn part as follows:

"0ur legal right to ask for information 1s Internal Revenve Code sectfons
6001 and 6071 and thefr regulations. They say you must file a return or
statement with us for any tax you are labie for. Your recponse is
mandatory...”. ) .

Nota, they uzs the phrases '“wust file" ang "{s mandatory”, tending to cause you to
feet obligated. MHowever, 21so note, there s 2 comment statfng “any tax you are
1ia2ble for". The presumption s that everyone is Tiable for some amount of tax,
But you canmot find any sections in the code stating how you become 1{able. And
they conveniently omit any comment about this. The reason thare are no sections
- stating Tiability {s  because you could challenge ‘the statement for
unconstitutionality. The reason---the, so called, incose tax 1s not- appartionad
nor egual as demanded by pur const{tution.

: For the purpose of- emphasis, consider the following bft. of confusion.
Chapter 61 of the Code, which contafns Sectfons 6001, 6011 and 6012, begins by
breaking down the informatfon dnto two parts---Subchapters (A & 8). Then.
Subchapter A s divided into Part I and Part II. Part I contains Section 6007 and
Pare IE coatains Sections 6011 and 6012, Ther when you read Section 6012, you find
the following statement: “Returns with respect to income taxes under subtitle A
shall be made by the following: ...". Subtitle A has nothing ta do with Chapter
6t. It is a reference to the beginning™of the Code, rather than to Sectfons £001

or 611, If you diligently refer to the beginning of the Code, you find that
Suptitle A is divided into Subchapters A through Y. Are you tharoughly confused?
That was what the writers désired. I will end this example of vagueness by sayiny
atl the Subchapters A through YV apply to those who are i{able. ‘So the di1igent
person s Bac!E 0 where he/she started. The search for knowledge has heen
successfully thwarted. The IRS knows, if you become knowledgable, you will quit

filirg and paying.. So they confuse you. - - _ ' .

1 inentjuned earlfer that foaling the public resulted from excellesn® public
relations work. What are some of the ways they accomplish this result? : '

¥hen a young man or woman obtains his/her first job, the employer hands this
persen a ¥W-4 form to fi11 out. And they are notified that it must be filled out to
continue working. The young person locks it over and having been *brafnwashed” by
- their father, mother and the media, says to themselves: "Oh yes, this 15 for
jncome tax purposes”, Everyone who fills out z W-4& form automatically receives a
1040 form at the beginning of the next yYear. This {s accompanied by fnstructions
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on how to properly £i11 1t eut. This {s probably the prime method af $nfluencing
the new worker. But there are other methods used to sell the {ncome tax to the

trusting public.

At the beginning of the calendar year there. appear artictes §n the
Rewspapers, commentaries on the radic and TY that are extensive in nature. They
all warn the reader or listener to begin early etc. Articles appear on how %g
minimize your tax and maximize ypur deductions. But there is never a story that
might challenge the validity of the income tax collection system. The walidity is.
presumed. Most of these storfes were probably authored by employees of the
Interna] Revenue Service. Anyway il has been extremely effective. "And it has
fooled the public for years. ! :

I have used the U. S. {:m:istitution, the Supreme Court decisions, and the '
Interns] Revenus Code to point out that individuals have no 11ability for the
{nceme tax. And because of this lack, they have no requirement to file 2 t*
return, .

Trere 1s a rather simple method of checking up on the validity -of the fncome -
tax. And that is to check Black's Law Dictionary. Income is defined a3, "The
return in money from one's business, labor or capital invested; gafns, profits,
salary, wages, etc.”. Please note you must have a return in “money". What is
money? Let us check the same dictionary. Honey is defined as; “In the usus:
acceptatfon it ... does not embrace notes, bonds, evidences of debt, .,.."
Bouvier's Dictfonary restricts this even more. It states, money as being, “Gold
and Silver eoins®. Take a look at some of your “money”. What does 1t state on the
face of the paper? - It says Federal Reserve Note at the top, right? - Black's
dictionary excludes notes from the definition of money. The paper does not $o
state, but it 1s a Mefrculating evidence of debt". This 1s also excluded in
Black's definition. Therefore all o you who accepted Federal Resarve Notes &5
anmnt'for your services did not receive any money. So you did not recaive any
“Yncome” upon which an income tax could be applied. . S0 we can conclude from this
toc that you have no 11abi1ity and fiting 2 1040 form 1¢ not required, *

. We must fanﬁnd curselvas that the perpetrators of this fraud have 2 sanétian
(Fafture to file---Sec. 2203} to be applfed against those who object by not
1{ng. %o what is one to do to avoid this problem? .

You do just as you have done {n asking my opfnfon. And you ebtain or at
Jeast request opinions from ether accountants and lawyers. By following the advice
of those who have made a study of the issues and who have beenm educated in such
ma’:t?rs‘. you eliminate willfulness. And.this fs a necessary requirement of 2
criminal act. . : '

It is my belief that a person with a pertfolie of opinfons such as -tht_s will
pe considered too much of & risky case to indict. The IRS and Justice Department
will probably 1pok for easier victims. - :

. Thers are other reasons for the fnvalidity of the income tax, For instance
Articte 1; . Sec. 8; paragraph 1 of the constitutfon states, “The Congress shall
have the power to lay ind collect taxes.". But the IRS 1s not a part of Congress.
Therefore, they really do nat have the power to cellect. However, the foregoing
should be sufficient to convince you there is something fraudulent about the
present income tax. o . -
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1 might summnarize the foregeing with - the following statement, We c¢an -
research the Constitution, Supreme Court cases, the Internal Revenue Code and aven
the dictionary and each will force us to conclude the present {ncome tax is
immoral, illegal and invalid, Therefore, we cannot pe Tiabte and filing {5

unnecessary.

: I hope this information gives you a firm basis on which to make a fudgment
25 10 what covrse you wish to take for your futur-e,_ o

Sincerely,

Oated; April 11, 1991
State of Californiz)

o }
Cnunty_ of Nevada )

' SUBSCRIBED ANDY SWORN to befors me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said

55,

. County and State, this _ 11en day of e o LSOO
—April % . «*E . gezgitaly SIRD

"'d '?-;'?:;' MWOTAR S m_'c-{l'...‘m;“
ST T duaaiAlt
* ;.ﬂlm £33 Mad Ak }
- - -
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