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THE UCC CONNECTION
by Howard Freeman

"I send you out as sheep in the midst of wolves, be wise as a serpent
and harmless as a dove."

This is a slightly condensed, casually paraphrased transcript of tapes
of a seminar given in 1990 by Howard Freeman. It was prepared to
make available the knowledge and experience of Mr. Freeman in his
search for an accessible and understandable explanation of the
confusing state of the government and the courts. It should be helpful
to those who may have difficulty learning from such lectures, or
those who want to develop a deeper understanding of this
information without having to listen to three or four hours of
recorded material.

The frustration many Americans feel about our judicial system
can be overwhelming and often frightening; and, like most fear,
is based on lack of understanding or knowledge. Those of us who
have chosen a path out of bondage and into liberty are faced,
eventually, with the seemingly tyrannical power of some
governmental agency and the mystifying and awesome power of the
courts. We have been taught that we must "get a good lawyer," but
that is becoming increasingly difficult, if not impossible. If we are
defending ourselves from the government, we find that the lawyers
quickly take our money and then tell us as the ship is sinking, "I can't
help you with that--I'm an officer of the court." Ultimately, the only
way for us to have even a 'snowball's chance' is to understand the
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RULES OF THE GAME, and to come to an understanding of the
true nature of the Law.

The lawyers have established and secured a virtual monopoly
over this area of human knowledge by implying that the subject
is just too difficult for the average person to understand, and by
creating a separate vocabulary out of English words of otherwise
common usage. While it may, at times, seem hopelessly
complicated, it is not that difficult to grasp--are lawyers really as
smart as they would have us believe? Besides, anyone who has been
through a legal battle against the government with the aid of a lawyer
has come to realize that lawyers learn about procedure, not about
law.

Mr. Freeman admits that he is not a lawyer, and as such, he has a
way of explaining law to us that puts it well within our reach.
Consider also that the framers of the Constitution wrote in language
simple enough that the people could understand, specifically so that
it would not have to be interpreted. So again we find, as in many
other areas of life, that -THE BUCK STOPS HERE!' It is we who
must take the responsibility for finding and putting to good use the
TRUTH. It is we who must claim and defend our God-given rights
and our freedom from those who would take them from us. It is we
who must protect ourselves, our families and our posterity from
the inevitable intrusion into our lives by-those who live
parasitically off the labor, skill and talents of others. To these
ends, Mr. Freeman offers a simple, hopeful explanation of our plight
and a peaceful method of dealing with it.

Please take note that this lecture represents one chapter in the book of his
understanding, which he is always refining, expanding, improving. It is, as all
bits of wisdom are, a point of departure from which to begin our own journey
into understanding, that we all might be able to pass on to others: greater
knowledge and hope, and to God: the gift of lives lived in peace, freedom and
praise.

INTRODUCTION

When [ beat the IRS, I used Supreme Court decisions. If I had tried
to use these in court, I would have been convicted. I was involved
with a patriot group and I studied supreme Court cases. I concluded
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that the Supreme Court had declared that I was not a person required
to file an income tax--that the tax was an excise tax on privileges
granted by government. So I quit filing and paying income taxes, and
it was not long before they came down on me with a heavy hand.
They issued a notice of deficiency, which had such a fantastic sum
on it that the biggest temptation was to go in with their letter and say.
"Where in the world did you ever get that figure?" They claimed I
owed them some $60,000. But even if I had been paying taxes, I
never had that much money, so how could I have owed them that
much?

NEVER ARGUE THE AMOUNT OF DEFICIENCY

Fortunately, I had been given just a little bit of information: NEVER
ARGUE THE FACTS IN A TAX CASE. If you're not required to
file, what do you care whether they say you owe sixty dollars or
60,000 dollars. If you are not required to file, the amount doesn't
matter. Don't argue the amount--that is a fact issue. In most
instances, when you get a Notice of Deficiency, it is usually for some
fantastic amount. The IRS wants you to run in and argue about the
amount. The minute you say "I don't owe that much", you have
agreed that you owe them something, and you have given them
jurisdiction. Just don't be shocked at the amount on a Notice of
Deficiency, even if it is ten million dollars! If the law says that you
are not required to file or pay tax, the amount doesn't matter. By
arguing the amount, they will just say that you must go to tax court
and decide what the amount is to be. By the time you get to tax court,
the law issues are all decided. You are only there to decide how
much you owe. They will not listen to arguments of law.

So I went to see the agent and told him that I wasn't required to
file. He said, "You are required to file, Mr. Freeman." But I had
all these supreme Court cases, and I started reading them to him.
He said, "I don't know anything about law, Mr. Freeman, but
the Code says that you are required to file, and you're going to
pay that amount or you're going to go to tax court." I thought that
someone there ought to know something about law, so I asked to talk
to his superior. | went to him and got out my Supreme Court Cases,
and he wouldn't listen to them. "I don't know anything about law, Mr.
Freeman...." Finally I got to the Problems Resolution Officer, and he
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said the same thing. He said that the only person above him was the
District Director. So | went to see him. By the time I got to his office,
they had phoned ahead, and his secretary said he was out. But I heard
someone in his office, and I knew he was in there. I went down the
elevator, around the corner to the Federal Building and into Senator
Simpson's office. There was a girl sitting there at a desk, and she
asked if she could help me. I told her my problem. I said that I really
thought the District Director was up there. I asked her to call the IRS
and tell them that it was Senator Simpson's office calling and to ask
if the District Director was in. I said, "If you get him on the phone,
tell him that you are from the Senator's office and you have a person
who you are sending over to speak to him--if he is can he wait just
five minutes." It worked. He was there, and I ran back up to his
office. His secretary met me when I came in and said, "Mr.
Freeman, you're so lucky--the Director just arrived." The
Director was very nice and offered me coffee and cookies and we sat
and talked. So he asked me what I wanted to talk to him about. (If
you ever have someone say to you, "I'm from the government and
I'm here to do you a favor", watch out!--but we can turn that around
and approach them the same way.) So I said, "I thought you ought to
know that there are agents working for you who are writing letters
over your name that you wouldn't agree with. Do you read all the
mail that goes out of this office over your signature?" The Director
said, "Oh, I couldn't read everything--it goes out of here by the
bagful." That was what I thought. I said, "There are some of your
agents writing letters which contradict the decisions of the supreme
Court of the United States. And they're not doing it over their name,
they're doing it over your name." He was very interested to hear
about it and asked if I had any examples. I just happened to have
some with me, so I got them out and presented them to him. He
thought it was very interesting and asked if I could leave this
information with him, which I did. He said he would look it over and
contact me in three days. Three days later he called me up and said,
"I'm sure, Mr. Freeman, that you will be glad to know that your
Notice of Deficiency has been withdrawn. We've determined that
you're not a person required to file. Your file is closed and you will
hear no more from us." I haven't heard another word from them
since. That was in 1980, and | haven't filed since 1969.
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THE SUPREME COURT ON TRIAL

I thought sure I had the answer, but when a friend got charged with
Willful Failure to File an income tax, he asked me to help him. I told
him that they have to prove that he willfully failed to file, and I
suggested that he should put me on the witness stand. He should ask
me if | spoke at a certain time and place in Scott's Bluff, and did I see
him in the audience. He should then ask me what I spoke of that day.
When I got on the stand, I brought out all of the Supreme Court cases
I had used with the District Director. I thought I would be lucky to
get a sentence or two out before the judge cut me off, but I was
reading whole paragraphs-- and the judge didn't stop me. I read one
and then another, and so on. And finally when I had read just about
as much as I thought I should, the judge called a recess of the court. |
told Bob I thought we had it made. There was just no way that they
could rule against him after all that testimony. So we relaxed. The
prosecution presented its case and he decided to rest his defense on
my testimony, which showed that he was not required to file, and
that the Supreme Court had upheld this position. The prosecution
then presented its closing statements and we were just sure that he
had won. But at the very end, the judge spoke to the jury and told
them, "You will decide the facts of this case and I will give you the
law. The law required this man to file an Income Tax form; you
decide whether or not he filed it." What a shock! The jury convicted
him. Later some members of the jury said, "What could we do? The
man had admitted that he had not filed the form, so we had to convict
him". As soon as the trial was over I went around to the judges's
office and he was just coming in through his back door. I said,

"Judge, by what authority do you overturn the standing
decisions of the United States supreme Court. You sat on the
bench while I read that case law. Now how do you, a District
Court Judge, have the authority to overturn decisions of the
Supreme Court?" He says, "Oh, those were old decisions." I
said, "Those are standing decisions. They have never been
overturned. I don't care how old they are; you have no right to
overturn a standing decision of the United States Supreme Court
in a District Court."

PUBLIC LAW V. PUBLIC POLICY
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