Historical Intent

Notice to principal is notice to agent. Notice to agent is notice to principal and all assignees.

“Every individual is endowed with certain unalienable rights, unalienable because of his inherent individual
sovereignty. The members by entering the community do not alienate their natural rights, but combine for the
greater security of them. The sovereignty of the community is the aggregate of the individual sovereignty.
Sovereignty, indivisible and indefeasible, remains in the People.”  President Jefferson Davis.

“What is true of every member of the society, individually, is true of them all collectively; since the rights of the
whole can be no more than the sum of the rights of the individual.” Thomas Jefferson

The Bill of Rights is a barrier over which officials cannot pass even if corruptly using the shield of state
sovereignty. There is no right on the part of a majority to rule a minority. The people of an independent
community could not give to a majority the power to have unrestricted rule, they could not transfer the
unalienable right of the minority. No majority may rule by force as civilization denies that might and right are
convertible terms. The people of an independent community could not give to a majority the power to have
unrestricted rule, they could not transfer the unalienable right of the minority and a brief experience would no
doubt cause them to revoke the grant of a power so dangerous to the common welfare and happiness.
The powers the people have given to the general government are named in the Constitution, and all not there
named, either expressly or by implication are reserved to the people and can be exercised only by them, upon
further grant from them. U.S. v. Williams, N.Y. 1904, 2 S.C. 119, 194 U.S. 295, 48 L Ed. 979.

All natural, unalienable, social and political rights are retained, and all powers are reserved by this individual
sovereign and all others so similarly situated. Consent to be governed, or ruled by legal fictions, corporations, or political and statutory entities is hereby revoked in favor of self-government rather than by force by existing representative government entities.

“To presume that a sovereign forever waives the right to exercise one of its powers unless it expressly reserves the right to exercise that power in a commercial agreement turns the concept of sovereignty on its head.” MERRION ET AL., DBA MERRION & BAYLESS, ET AL. v. JICARILLA APACHE TRIBE ET AL. 1982.SCT.394 , 455 U.S. 130, 102 S. Ct. 894, 71 L. Ed. 2d 21, 50 U.S.L.W. 4169 pp. 144-148.

"Congress has placed the Declaration of Independence at THE HEAD OF THE UNITED STATES CODE, under
the caption 'The organic Laws of the United States of America.' [1 US Code xxxv-xxxvii (1982 ed.)]

“The Supreme Court has accorded it [the Declaration of Independence] binding legal force.” (Ingles v. Trustees of Sailors Snug Harbor, 1830).

“But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariable the same object, evidences a design to
reduce Them under absolute despotism, it is Their Right, it is Their Duty, to throw off such Government and to
provide new guards for Their future Security.” Declaration of Independence.

"The very meaning of 'sovereignty' is that the decree of the sovereign makes law." American Banana Co. v.
United Fruit Co., 29 S.Ct. 511, 513, 213 U.S. 347, 53 L.Ed. 826, 19 Ann.Cas. 1047.

"The theory of our political system is that the ultimate sovereignty is in the people from whom springs all legitimate authority." McLean, J. in Spooner v. McConnell, 1. McLean, 347.)
TEXT: JEFFERSON DAVIS LETTER

Jefferson Davis
[DAVIS, Jefferson]. Autograph Letter Signed, written by his wife, Varina Davis, for him, two pages, legal folio, Beauvoir, Harrison County, Mississippi, January 8, 1883.. To the editor of Merriwether's Weekly. Somewhat aged appearance.
 I have received yours...with a copy of the Free Trader containing a communication which criticizes the position taken on page 153 vol. 1 of the Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government. In compliance with your request, I send you the following remarks suggested by the criticism. On the page to which your correspondent refers, it is written thus. According to the American theory, every individual is endowed with certain unalienable rights, among which are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. The rights thus proposed could only be unalienable because of his inherent individual sovereignty. In the same paragraph it is further written thus. But political sovereignty, which is the source of all the powers of Government legislative, executive and judicial belong to, and inheres in, the people of an organized political community. The instruction was here presented between the natural and the social condition of man. Communities are, or should be, formed to protect each individual, and by punishing wrong to preserve right. The members by entering the community do not alienate their natural rights, but combine for the greater security of them. The sovereignty of the community is the aggregate of the individual sovereignty and therefore Governments rest on the consent of the governed. 
 The state i.e. the people, require agents as well for efficiency as for convenience, and functions are delegated, but sovereignty, indivisible and indefeasible, remains in the People. Some form of Government is necessary to social existence, and the common interest of all is a guarantee to each, that the Government will be the...which the judgment of the whole can devise; but it is usual...us to guard against usurpation by a bill of rights, a barrier over which official...cannot pass even if corruptly using the shield of state sovereignty. The many pages both preceding and following the one cited by your correspondent, I endeavored, on the part of authority and by agreement to report three mischievous errors of recent birth and rapid growth. First that our governments are sovereign. Second, that the Constitution of the U.S. is the creation of the people en masse, instead of a compact between the states i.e. the people of each independent community. Third that the will of the majority is the law of the land, meaning thereby of the U.S. In attacking each and all of these positions, state sovereignty was the heavy battalion relied on, and its leaders were the founders of our Constitutional vision. 
 You ask for my thoughts on The source of the right in the majority to rule. I do not think there is such a right. If it were admitted, the only source I could suggest would be physical power, but it is not self evident that the majority would be the stronger, and civilization denies that might and right are convertible terms. The people of an independent community could give to a majority the power to have unrestricted rule, they could not transfer the unalienable right of the minority and a brief experience would no doubt cause them to revoke the grant of a power so dangerous to the common welfare and happiness.
Signed:   Jefferson Davis

