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Anna von Rippemoff has long been a source of irritation to me, but at the same 
time, she offers numerous opportunities to expand one's mind by developing its ability to 
think critically. She often gets her facts straight, but not always, as in the case of her silly 
promotion of that phony "civil flag of peace", and her husband's ridiculous claim of Ameri-
can royalty. More often than not, she makes statements of accurate historical clarity but 
only for the purpose of introducing yet another one of her cloudy potions of confusion. 
Many students of Lucifer learned a long time ago the great value of using truth to sell lies,
especially the big ones. The above link leads to one of her latest examples, clearly meant 
to stir the heartstrings of Texans who know a bit of their own history. European descen-
dants who settled the vast wilderness of Tejas did call themselves Texians, but that term 
was exchanged for the now common one of Texan. Today the original term is often used by
those seeking to restore the Republic's former stature "among the Powers of the Earth", 
so to speak, but it is not used much outside those circles. Well, i am also of Texan lineage, 
born in 1949 to native Texan parents in the small town of Borger, way up north of Amaril-
lo. Like all natives of the great Republic of Texas, i'm proud of my heritage and the strug-
gle of our Founding Fathers against Mexican imperial oppression. So it's extra irritating 
for me when Anna chooses the historic bravery of those great men to use as a podium for 
her latest episode of grandstanding and illegitimate pontificating.

Investigating every detail of her statements becomes a sticky business because 
there are times when she is apparently only trying to express her opinions in a way that is 
instructive and explanatory, and i find no fault in that. Nor do i think that is a trait that is 
exclusively hers; but when her opinions and her way of explaining things become set in 
stone as though written by the same finger as the tablets received by Moses on the mount,
then i must object. Sadly that is exactly the tenor of almost everything she writes.

For example, i find no fault with her opening statement about the different types or 
categories of legal fictions, though i'm not sure that is exclusively the only way to express 
the truth of the matter. Unincorporated Business Organization (UBO) is a widely used 
moniker by companies around the world. The second term she chose, "corporate", is quite 
vague. The word means to combine into one, or pertaining to a group (of persons). Its root
word is corpus, meaning body. Basically you start with a name and you give it a body. The 
body would be the corporate charter, whether it is "incorporated" or not. That is the 
essence of creating a legal fiction of any sort. I operated my business for many years as 
"Hance Construction Services". That was an informal UBO commonly called an "Assumed 
Name" or "Doing Business As (DBA)". Ed's Lawn Care or Bob's Muffler Shop are common 
examples of how millions of people have distinguished their businesses from themselves 
for centuries, but that does not indicate a "legal fiction", simply because it's not legal. It 
has always been lawful within the context of a man's common law rights, but in order for 
it to become a true "legal" fiction, the name must be registered with the State. Obviously 
the third term she chose: "incorporated", is the ultimate example of settling in under the 
protective arch of the State.

Besides being vague, the term, "corporate", doesn't really define anything and it 
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doesn't really include or exclude anything. Take the whole realm of trusts for example. Ev-
ery trust is corporate by virtue of the fact that in order for one to exist, there MUST be a 
body, a corpus (the res), but there are so many kinds of trusts, it begs the question: Why 
not call the category by that name? There are common law trusts, both implied and ex-
press, verbal and written. There are statutory trusts, which might as well be corporations 
for many reasons. Yet they do retain significant advantages. There are private trusts, 
which cannot be regulated by the State because they come from a domain above and be-
yond the reach of the State's authority.

This is where the trouble begins with Anna's writing. The second paragraph. She ei-
ther doesn't understand the meaning of sovereignty or she is deliberately blowing smoke. 
It is literally impossible for any type of legal fiction to exercise true sovereignty, which she
defines as free will. Clearly any fiction, legal or otherwise, cannot ever exercise free will. 
It cannot ever be truly sovereign for the simple reason that it cannot even exist apart from
its creator. Here she tries to color her smoke by saying your own "Given Name" at the mo-
ment of your birth is an "unincorporated person"! It seems she thinks that capitalizing the
words gives credence to her absurd claim. Break it down for yourself. A baby is born. 
Mom and Dad give it a name. Does the name exist apart from the baby? In a manner of 
speaking, it does; but does the name exist as a separate entity from the baby? Is it proper-
ty? Perhaps, if taken in toto. How many babies are named Bob? How many are named 
Bobby Joe Smith? The name: Bobby Joe Smith might be said to be the private property of 
one little man, but that's not the given name. That name consists of the given name and 
the family name. Once many years ago a man's brother told him he must stop using their 
family name in his business because the elder had been using it in his business in a differ-
ent part of the State for years. Their business names were different. They just included 
the family name. Of course it was a baseless demand but it underscores the point i'm mak-
ing. No one owns his name as a separate piece of private property. That fact alone de-
stroys Anna's whole assertion. Furthermore if processed to its extreme, her claim falls 
completely apart. If the baby's name is a legal fiction in and of itself, what is the baby? If 
Little Johnny is no longer the baby, who the hell is the baby?! It doesn't take long for the 
silliness of this assertion to become obvious, but what is downright comical is when she 
says the "land and soil taken together define one's nationality"! I'd like to know what 
would be defined if one took the land and left the soil behind, and i'd like to know exactly 
how one might accomplish such a task!

Enough of the nonsense. This is where the perfidy starts bubbling to the surface. 
Now it is revealed that Bobby Joe Smith can live on as an unincorporated legal fiction be-
longing to "the baby boy of flesh and bone now grown up" and be recognized as a State 
National with no "duty to serve any government", or it (the name, the property) can join 
the "Texas Jural Society". But buyer beware! If enough of these "names" don't join the ap-
proved jural society, TEXAS CEASES TO EXIST! It's amazing to me how much of Texas his-
tory was left out when i was in school there. Sam Houston reportedly told Stephen F. 
Austin to stay behind and form a government while he set off with the army to win the war
for independence. They forgot to teach us about the Texas Jural Assembly! It had to be 
there. Otherwise Texas couldn't even exist! Oh Anna, where were you when we needed 
you?
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