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I have never been a fan of Wikipedia generally, but of all the definitions of 
the term "Critical Thinking" that i found, the best expression of its function came
from that site. It says:

"Critical thinking is inward-directed with the intent of maximizing the ra-
tionality of the thinker. One does not use critical thinking to solve problems
— one uses critical thinking to improve one's process of thinking."

A clearer definition of the term itself can be found on the website of The Founda-
tion for Critical Thinking: http://www.criticalthinking.org/pages/defining-critical-
thinking/766

"Critical thinking is the intellectually disciplined process of actively and 
skillfully conceptualizing, applying, analyzing, synthesizing, and/or evaluat-
ing information gathered from, or generated by, observation, experience, 
reflection, reasoning, or communication, as a guide to belief and action."

I've been asked to put my thoughts, opinions and understanding regarding 
various subjects into written form by more than a couple of people. I've written a
few essays during the past twenty odd years, mostly while in jail or in prison, but
i cannot say that i have received a substantial mandate from the masses to pro-
duce more writings. So, on the one hand, there are a few who have asked me to 
put my thoughts on subjects of moment into written form. On the other hand, no 
evidence exists that a groundswell of public demand requires it of me. The op-
posing nature of these two forces gives me pause in considering the one to 
which i will yield. For now, the former holds sway, or it may be i'm just in the 
mood to write.

What few requests i've received for the writings to which i alluded were 
the result of conversations i've had when thoughts flowed freely and understand-
ing was conveyed effortlessly, conversations that someone of a metaphysical 
bent might say were ordered by the universe, or perhaps its Creator. Comman-
der Spock would likely say the appropriate thoughts had simply coalesced within
my consciousness, making them relatively easy to convey. During my early years 
of spiritual/religious training, when i was still a young man, the Gift of Teaching 
began to emerge and develop. The Gift of the Teacher has little to do with im-
parting knowledge. Rather it pertains more to ordering information from differ-
ent sources in a manner that reveals new depths of meaning, more clarity and 
precision of perception and purpose. It is in fact an exercise or a demonstration 
of what critical thinking is and how it can be used in a given circumstance or 
subject. As i pondered one subject matter or another in light of the above stated 
requests, i began to consider what steps would be required to move me from the 
process of critical thinking on any given subject, to engaging in analytical debate
with someone (including myself) of either similar or opposing views, to actually 
preparing a structured writing. Whether that writing might take the form of a 
monograph, or an essay, or merely an exploratory sketch of what the readers 
might consider, along with the writer, as possible conclusions they might reason-
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ably reach, is always a question of moment within the process.
My conclusion was that i would investigate a few subjects in the context of 

critical thinking, rather than simply expressing my own views on any one sub-
ject. Hence this work seems to defy classification as either monograph, essay or 
simple exploration of possibilities, though it's difficult for me to express myself 
on any matter i deem important without coming across as either authoritarian or
opinionated. The subjects i've chosen to investigate for this writing are good ex-
amples of where truth-seekers generally need to exercise their minds in critical 
thinking instead of merely parroting the doctrines of the day.

Citizen: To be or not to be...

Most of us have heard it said that no one can be both a sovereign and a 
citizen at the same time. Usually this assertion is made within the context of 
some corporate government stooge, a "journalist" or other purveyor of fake 
news, calling a patriot activist a "sovereign citizen". The patriots' party line has 
become "only people who have taken an oath of office can be a citizen", or "citi-
zen is just another word for subject". At first, there seems to be a sound basis for
such statements, although most people are not sure at all. They just don't want 
to appear ignorant of what seems to be an important piece of knowledge. I have 
heard or read this assertion so many times i lost count years ago, but rarely does
anyone provide corroborative evidence to support that position. The one who 
calls himself "The Informer" provides some compelling documentation, but as it 
appears so often in his work, the weight of his conclusions exceeds the struc-
tural support of his logic. Most of us would agree that words tend to have slight-
ly different meanings over long periods of time. "Gay" once meant someone was 
happy, with no sexual implication. Also, it is well known that the use of "legalese"
tends to alter or color words significantly within a given context. For that reason,
one should seek out definitions of words from an appropriate era and source, 
one contemporary to the time and circumstance being considered.

Since the word 'citizen' is used in each of the foundational documents of 
the United States: the Declaration of Independence, the Articles of Confedera-
tion and the Constitution for the United States of America, one must discover, as 
best as one can, what the word meant to the people, in general, at that time. Al-
though it was published a full half century after the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, the principal dictionary of that era, published in 1828 by Noah Webster, is
probably the best source for dependable information regarding the definition of 
citizen, as understood by people of that age.

CITIZEN, n.
1. The native of a city, or an inhabitant who enjoys the freedom and privi-
leges of the city in which he resides; the freeman of a city, as distinguished
from a foreigner, or one not entitled to its franchises.
2. A townsman; a man of trade; not a gentleman.
3. An inhabitant; a dweller in any city, town or place.
4. In general sense, a native or permanent resident in a city or country; as 
the citizens of London or Philadelphia; the citizens of the United States. 
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No mention of having taken any kind of oath is found. Furthermore, in the first 
reference to citizen in the Constitution, one who aspires to be a representative in
Congress must have been a citizen of the United States for seven years.

Art. 1 Sec. 2 cl. 2
No person shall be a representative who shall not have attained to the age 
of twenty-five years, and been seven years a citizen of the United States, 
and who shall not, when elected, be an inhabitant of that state in which he 
shall be chosen.

The United States of America was created at Article 1 of the Articles of Confed-
eration, which was ratified in 1781. The Constitution was written in 1787 and 
was conditionally ratified in 1789 and finalized with the inclusion of the Bill of 
Rights in 1791. So what can we deduce from these facts? First, to become a rep-
resentative in the House, one must have been a citizen of the United States for 
seven years, but the United States had not technically existed for seven years at 
the time of that  writing. Furthermore, George Washington was elected in Febru-
ary of 1789, which made it technically impossible for him to qualify as required 
by Art. 2, Sec. 1, cl. 5, which stipulates that a candidate for President must have 
"been fourteen years a resident within the United States". Fourteen years prior 
to 1789 would be 1775! Six years before The United States of America was cre-
ated. Is it possible that the United States had existed in the minds of those men, 
as a theoretical "Union" prior to the adoption of the Articles? We know from the 
heading of the Declaration of Independence that the States of America were 
united in purpose and intent all the way back to 1776. Clearly there was some-
thing generic about the terminology. In his 1856 Edition, John Bouvier defined 
The United States of America as follows (emphasis added):

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
3. ***In 1774, Massachusetts recommended that a congress of the colonies
should be assembled to deliberate upon the state of public affairs; and on 
the fourth of September of the following year, the delegates to such a con-
gress assembled in Philadelphia. Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Pennsyl-
vania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Virginia, were represented by 
their delegates; Georgia alone was not represented. This congress, thus 
organized, exer  cised de facto and de jure, a sovereign authority, not
as the delegated agents of the governments de facto of the colonies,
but in virtue of the original powers derived from the people. This, 
which was called the revolutionary government, terminated only when su-
perseded by the confederated government under the articles of confedera-
tion, ratified in 1781. Serg. on the Const. Intr. 7, 8. 

In other words, from John Bouvier's perspective and opinion, the United States 
of America existed in a de facto form though not as a legal republic, since that 
first congress was not comprised of delegated agents of the colonial govern-
ments. It was, however de jure because it derived its authority from the will of 
the people. This is important for a number of obvious reasons, one of them being
that Bouvier was not just a brilliant scholar, but his dictionary was declared by 
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Congress to be its official dictionary. That means that, arguably at least, Bou-
vier's 1856 dictionary speaks the mind of the United States Congress on subjects
broached within its pages. Realizing that fact demands critical thinking be em-
ployed when pursuing Bouvier's definition of citizen, quoted in pertinent part 
here:

CITIZEN, persons. One who, under the constitution and laws of the United 
States, has a right to vote for representatives in congress, and other public
officers, and who is qualified to fill offices in the gift of the people. In a 
more extended sense, under the word citizen, are included all white per-
sons born in the United States, and naturalized persons born out of the 
same, who have not lost their right as such. This includes men, women, 
and children. 
     2. Citizens are either native born or naturalized. Native citizens may fill
any office; naturalized citizens may be elected or appointed to any office 
under the constitution of the United States, except the office of president 
and vice-president. The constitution provides, that "the citizens of each 
state shall be entitled to all the privileges and immunities of citizens in the 
several states." Art. 4, s. 2. 
     3. All natives are not citizens of the United States; the descendants of 
the aborigines, and those of African origin, are not entitled to the rights of 
citizens. Anterior to the adoption of the constitution of the United States, 
each state had the right to make citizens of such persons as it pleased. 
That constitution does not authorize any but white persons to become citi-
zens of the United States; and it must therefore be presumed that no one is
a citizen who is not white. 1 Litt. R. 334; 10 Conn. R. 340; 1 Meigs, R. 331. 
     4. A citizen of the United States, residing in any state of the Union, is a 
citizen of that state.

Clearly Bouvier's elucidation of the term is different when compared to that of 
Noah Webster some twenty-eight years earlier. This fact should not evoke con-
cern. Webster's purpose was to define words with etymological precision, while 
relying on his vast knowledge of more than two dozen languages. Bouvier was 
more intent on providing guidance to those of a legal mindset. Even so, it is clear
that there was no real conflict in their terms of definition. Notice that although 
he had just identified citizens as those having a right to vote, according to cer-
tain laws, Bouvier felt compelled to clarify his meaning. Those laws, of course 
did NOT include women or children. However, he admitted that women and chil-
dren were indeed considered to be citizens. In other words, Bouvier concluded 
that, although there are certain restrictions and exclusions, from a legal per-
spective, Webster's definition of the term stands as valid, generally speaking.

So, what should we conclude? Is it really a bad thing to be called a citizen, 
whether of a State or of the United States? To anyone who has studied the cur-
rent situation in which we find ourselves, vis-a-vis the fraudulent commercial na-
ture of the corporations masquerading as governments the world over, it is obvi-
ous that this little study leaves a great deal to be desired in terms of stones left 
unturned and other exigent circumstances. What about making the distinction 
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between a citizen and a national? Certainly there are other issues and aspects of
a defining character that should be investigated, but the whole point of this exer-
cise is to examine a few topics in light of revelations not clearly seen without the
advent of Critical Thinking.

Additional subjects to investigate: citizen or national - US or state or State or 
STATE or American, phony civil flag, capitis diminutio: maxima, media, minima, 
pronouncing alienable -- alienation (of affection, of property)
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