
The Supremacy Clause is where a religious war is being waged in the legal profession. God,

faith and freedom are the victims. Marriage is the latest battlefront. Judicial rulings about 

state marriage laws require city councils, county commissions, registrars and magistrates to 

ignore their state laws, ignore their state constitutions and do what the judges tell them, 

even if they believe the judges rulings may not be constitutional. 

In 1958 a few judges on the Supreme Court declared their opinion is supreme over 

everything and everyone (Cooper v. Aaron).

The court has taken a political position that they have the final word on Constitutionality. 

This cannot be corrected via the court. To fix this problem, to rescue the Constitution He 

orchestrated, God must raise up people to stand against the unconstitutional position that 

judges are supreme.
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I had to copyright this to prevent the press from misquoting it. If they do, now I can sue 

them.
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This is the Oath of Office in the NC statutes. Take a moment to read it.

We are required to support the Constitution of the United States as well as the laws and 

Constitution of North Carolina. I still don’t see the part that says…”unless a judge says 

otherwise”.

It also says, “to the best of my knowledge and ability”. I don’t see the part that says I have 

to do whatever judges or attorneys tell me to if I believe the judge or attorney is incorrect 

and/or is giving unconstitutional advice.
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Here is one state law. It limits marriage to one male and one female.
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Here is another state law. It says same gender marriages are not valid in NC.
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Here is our properly amended state Constitution. It matches the two laws.
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So, the law and Constitution of North Carolina say one thing, judges say another. Do we get 

to choose? 
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Warning, many judges and lawyers will tell you that you do not get to interpret the 

Constitution for yourself. They say that they have the exclusive authority to tell you what 

the Constitution means. They will cite Cooper v. Aaron from 1958 in which the SCOTUS 

declared they, SCOTUS, have that the final authority to define the Constitution. You won’t 

find any place that actually enumerates the SCOTUS  has that authority, they just declared 

it and so far nobody has effectively challenged them. My fellow Americans, each of us must 

decide. Whom will we obey? The written Constitution and the limits it places on the 

judiciary, or, will we serve the judiciary and the unwritten constitution as they reinvent it 

with their rulings?

King George and the English parliament of 1776 have been effectively reincarnated over us 

in the form of the federal courts and their claim of judicial supremacy.
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Warning, If you say, “the Constitution doesn’t say judicial opinions are supreme”, they will 

tell you it does say that because that is what they say the words mean and that is what 

case law has determined the words mean. This forces you to accept their opinion of what 

the words of the Constitution mean.

Instead, use the word enumerate. For example, say, “the Constitution does not enumerate 

that judicial opinions are supreme.” They cannot argue that because anyone can read the 

actual words of the Constitution. If you go back to the actual words then you can use your 

opinion of what those words mean instead of being forced to accept their opinion of what 

those words mean.

This is the bottom line to all of this. Nowhere does the Constitution or state law enumerate 

that judicial opinions about the constitutionality of our state laws are supreme to our 

opinions about the constitutionality of our state laws. Additionally, nowhere does the 

Constitution or state laws enumerate that cities, counties, the governor, the legislature, 

registrars, or magistrates must comply with or enforce judicial opinions or rulings we 

believe to be incorrect. They want you to believe that, they claim it in their judicial rulings, 

but you will not find it enumerated anywhere.
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Are Registrars, magistrates, lawyers, judges, county and city officials authorized to ignore 

the marriage laws and Constitution of NC if a judge says so? The SCOTUS and others say the 

Supremacy Clause requires it. But does it really enumerate that? I thought I better read it 

for myself before I just ignored the laws I am sworn to uphold. 
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There are two versions of the Supremacy Clause, the one actually written in the 

Constitution, and the imaginary one most people seem to be using. Let’s take a minute to 

look at both side by side. The actual written one reads. “This Constitution, and the Laws of 

the United States which shall be made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or 

which shall be made, under the Authority of the United States, shall be the supreme Law of 

the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the 

Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding.” I don’t see where the 

written one enumerates judicial rulings as being supreme. Do you?

Now let’s look at the second one on the right. The text that is highlighted is not actually 

written in the Constitution but people act like it is. Many think that judicial orders are in 

and of themselves supreme. They think that the federal judges can issue rulings that 

override state laws, state constitutions and even override the words of the federal 

Constitution. If that were true then the supremacy clause would read like the imaginary 

one on the right. The one on the right is the one that many people are trying to get us to 

believe. 

On the next slide let’s look at the place in the Constitution that actually enumerates that 

judges get to decide what the Constitution says.

13



This is not a trick. The slide is blank. There is no place where the Constitution enumerates 

that judges get to decide what the Constitution says.

Also, I can’t find a NC law that enumerates that we are supposed to ignore NC laws if a 

judge says so.
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They cannot argue that with you when you ask them to show you where judicial supremacy 

is enumerated. They know it isn’t

What they will say is that is did not need to be enumerated… …because it was understood 

and implied. They will say it is required, and some will argue that it has evolved out of 

practical necessity.

This is all a sales job and a sermon. They want you to believe they have the authority to do 

what they have been doing. So far they have been able to disciple most Americans to 

believe that. However, people are beginning to think for themselves. Many people are 

deciding they want to live under the rule and protection of written Constitution, but not 

under the whim and will of judges who make it up as we go along. 
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Remember my Oath of Office? How can one believe in Judicial Supremacy and follow the 

oath in the NC statutes. If one believes in judicial supremacy then don’t we have to change 

the oath to the one on the right that says we must support the laws and Constitutions as 

interpreted for us by judges? Our own thinking about constitutionality notwithstanding? I 

am sworn to the first one. Believers in judicial supremacy are trying to force me to follow 

the second one. What am I to do?
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The idea of Judicial Supremacy is not new. Since the beginning of civilization people have 

tried to rule over each other by any means possible. Judges getting too big for their 

britches is nothing new. To debunk the argument that judicial supremacy was understood 

and universally accepted by the founders let’s read some founders writings against judicial 

supremacy.
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"The question whether the judges are invested with exclusive authority to decide 

on the constitutionality of a law has been heretofore a subject of consideration with 

me in the exercise of official duties. Certainly there is not a word in the Constitution 

which has given that power to them more than to the Executive or Legislative 

branches."
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"But the Chief Justice says, 'There must be an ultimate arbiter somewhere.' True, 

there must; but does that prove it is either party? The ultimate arbiter is the people 

of the Union, assembled by their deputies in convention, at the call of Congress or 

of two-thirds of the States. Let them decide to which they mean to give an authority 

claimed by two of their organs. And it has been the peculiar wisdom and felicity of 

our Constitution, to have provided this peaceable appeal,…"

19



“The Constitution... meant that its coordinate branches should be checks on each 

other. But the opinion which gives to the judges the right to decide what laws are 

constitutional and what not, not only for themselves in their own sphere of action 

but for the Legislature and Executive also in their spheres, would make the Judiciary 

a despotic branch." 
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“To consider the judges as the ultimate arbiters of all constitutional questions [is] a 

very dangerous doctrine indeed, and one which would place us under the 

despotism of an oligarchy. Our judges are as honest as other men and not more so. 

They have with others the same passions for party, for power, and the privilege of 

their corps. Their maxim is boni judicis est ampliare jurisdictionem [good justice is 

broad jurisdiction], and their power the more dangerous as they are in office for life 

and not responsible, as the other functionaries are, to the elective control. The 

Constitution has erected no such single tribunal, knowing that to whatever hands 

confided, with the corruptions of time and party, its members would become 

despots. It has more wisely made all the departments co-equal and co-sovereign 

within themselves."
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“In denying the right [the Supreme Court usurps] of exclusively explaining the 

Constitution, I go further than [others] do, if I understand rightly [this] quotation 

from the Federalist of an opinion that 'the judiciary is the last resort in relation to 

the other departments of the government, but not in relation to the rights of the 

parties to the compact under which the judiciary is derived.' If this opinion be 

sound, then indeed is our Constitution a complete felo de se [act of suicide]. For 

intending to establish three departments, coordinate and independent, that they 

might check and balance one another, it has given, according to this opinion, to one 

of them alone the right to prescribe rules for the government of the others, and to 

that one, too, which is unelected by and independent of the nation. For experience 

has already shown that the impeachment it has provided is not even a scare-crow... 

The Constitution on this hypothesis is a mere thing of wax in the hands of the 

judiciary, which they may twist and shape into any form they please."
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“This member of the Government [the judiciary] was at first considered as the most 

harmless and helpless of all its organs. But it has proved that the power of declaring 

what the law is, ad libitum, by sapping and mining slyly and without alarm the 

foundations of the Constitution, can do what open force would not dare to 

attempt."
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“My construction of the Constitution is... that each department is truly independent 

of the others and has an equal right to decide for itself what is the meaning of the 

Constitution in the cases submitted to its action; and especially where it is to act 

ultimately and without appeal."
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“Nor does this conclusion by any means suppose a superiority of the judicial to the 

legislative power. It only supposes that the power of the people is superior to both…”

It seems to me that Hamilton did not believe or try to sell the notion of judicial supremacy. 

Quiet the opposite. 
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Hamilton clearly states that the President must choose whether or not to enforce court 

decisions. That clearly implies to me that Hamilton believed that the judiciary is NOT 

supreme over presidents. To me, that means Hamilton did not believe in judicial 

supremacy.

What do you believe?
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This is a complicated way of saying Judges should not exercise their own will on a 

matter. 
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Madison clearly did not believe in Judicial Supremacy or Departmentalism.
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James Madison believed the Constitution must be interpreted based upon the 

original intent and meaning of its words. 

To me, this means Madison thought judicial supremacy cannot be legitimate 

because the original intent must be held as supreme.

Today’s judicial supremacists do not believe in original intent. I will explain why in a 

moment.

29



Abraham Lincoln new that he didn’t work for the judges. Lincoln new the 

Constitution did not enumerate that the court was supreme.
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Attorney General Edwin Meese did not believe in judicial supremacy. Let’s take a 

moment to read excerpts from his speech at Tulane University.
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Meese cites Lincoln that checks and balance on the judiciary are horizontal and 

vertical.
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He believed we all have the same duty to interpret the Constitution in the 

performance of our official functions. Registrars, magistrates and local officials…do 

you believe that includes you? I do.
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Meese knew how unconstitutional and how dangerous radical judicial supremacy is.
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Meese points out that Marshall knew the danger and unconstitutionality of radical 

judicial supremacy.
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The assertion of Judicial Supremacy started in 1958. Cooper vs. Aaron is used to assert that 

states were bound by the Court's decisions and had to enforce them even if the states 

disagreed with them.

Well what else would you expect the court to say? Would you really expect the Supreme 

Court to say that State Governors, state legislatures and citizens constitutions’ don’t have 

to obey supreme court decisions? Of course they should be humble and acknowledge the 

limitations of their branch, as did their predecessors and as have some justices since the 

1958 court.

The point is, from 1776 to 1958, the people determined constitutionality. Only in 1958 did 

the SCOTUS claim they have exclusive and ultimate authority. Again, that is not enumerated 

anywhere. Nobody voted to give them that authority. They are simply claiming it. What are 

you going to do about it?

You elected public officials to support the Constitution. Which Constitution? The written 

one as enumerated or the imaginary one judges make up. In every campaign for every 

office for the next few years voters are going to have to ask the candidates, “Do you believe 

in judicial supremacy? Will you ignore our state laws and will you ignore our state 

Constitution just because a judge tells you to? Or, will you support the Constitution of the 

United States as you see it, to the best of YOUR ability, as your oath of office enumerates?” 
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To understand how to solve this problem we need to understand the root of the problem.

When our founders revolted against the evil of King George’s tyranny common law was 

based on the foundation of natural law, the belief that God has revealed His will for 

mankind in nature. Murder is wrong. Stealing is wrong. Sex is for opposite genders. Etc.

In the late 1800’s the notion of Darwinism was adopted at Harvard Law School. Slowly 

almost every law school converted. Since Darwin most law school students have NOT been 

taught that Natural Law is the foundation of common law. They have been taught that 

there is no absolute right or wrong, just winning arguments. I heard those very words 

spoken to me at my daughters orientation when she went to law school. Everything is 

arbitrary. Murder can be sanctioned. Redistribution of wealth is acceptable stealing. Same 

sex marriage is fine.
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Before Darwin law students were taught about covenants. A covenant is unchanging and 

binding on all future parties. For example, Adam and Eve sinned. God began a new 

covenant with mankind. Adam, Eve, and all their future descendants are bound by and 

subject to that covenant. The Constitution is a covenant entered into by the mutual 

consent of the participants, is binding on all future participants and may only be changed 

by the amendment consent of the future participants.

After Darwin law students were not taught about covenants. They were taught nothing was 

sacred or binding, except the law itself. The were taught legal evolution. They were taught 

that the Constitution is a living document that can be changed by judges.
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The Supreme court used to compare lower court rulings to the original intent of the 

Constitution’ authors. Before Darwin, when a judge’s rulings conflicted with natural law or 

the words of the Constitution the judge’s ruling was no law at all. 

After Darwinism took hold of the culture the judge’s intent became supreme. Precedent 

judicial rulings were now considered supreme to the original words and intent of the 

Constitution. Today, if a judge’s ruling conflicts with natural law or the words of the 

Constitution the judge’s ruling is the new law.
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So what about all those same sex marriage licenses issued after federal judges made 

rulings to override traditional marriage laws? If the judges’ ruling is deemed unlawful and 

unconstitutional then aren’t the state’s marriage laws still in effect? Does that make all the 

same sex marriage licenses invalid in those states? That may be what it means.

Any contract that is deemed to be unlawful is usually rendered invalid. What about the 

people that did some expensive things like buying a house or having surgery on their 

spouse’s benefits? That can be expensive fix if their marriage was never really valid. 

Although they took on the risk themselves knowing, or should have known, the ruling could 

always be reversed later, we may want to see what we can do to help everyone manage 

through the transition back to the traditional marriage laws that were never actually struck 

down.
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Before Darwinism judges and politicians believed their power descended from God and 

they were accountable to Him.

Today many in law and government believe the civil authority is self sovereign. Law is used 

to manipulate and control people with no concern for divine accountability.
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Originally those practicing law were God’s ministers for discovering God’s will for mankind’s 

civil order. Today’s law assumes God does not exist and judges’ rulings are supreme for the 

ordering of society.

For 150 years our law students, who became our judges, lawyers and elected officials, have 

been taught untruths which they believe to be true. 

It will take time and effort to raise the constitutional literacy of the electorate. It will also 

take time and effort to make our brothers and sisters in the legal profession aware of the 

indoctrination many of them were subjected to. The only thing we need to do is tell people 

the truth and the truth will eventually set us all free again from the tyranny of judicial 

supremacy.
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Rex means King. Lex means law. Before the reformation the culture operated under the 

belief that the King was above the law, the king made the law and the king changed the law 

at will. That is what Rex Lex means, the king is the law.

The reformation changed people’s thinking. Armed with the truth from the word of God 

that kings are not above the rest of us, society moved to a view that the law was above the 

king. Everyone, including kings, where subject to and limited by the law. The American 

Revolution was fought on that principle. That is what Lex Rex means, the law is before the 

king.

Today, as Jefferson warned, some judges believe they are the law. Some attorneys believe 

judges make laws, change laws, nullify laws. Jux Lex Rex means the judiciary is the law.

You can believe that if you want to. That is the line they have been selling. That is what they 

are trying to compel us to follow.
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Some people will say that Marbury versus Madison decided judicial review. Is that what 

really happened?
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Before we discuss Marbury we need to affirm that judicial review has always been a 

process. Marbury did not establish that. Review is what judges do. But, is judicial review 

also a power? That is an important distinction. Marbury did not establish that! Nor is it 

enumerated anywhere.
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Textbooks say that Marbury v. Madison is the case that established judicial review.

The truth is that judicial review as a process was never in dispute. Every case ever brought 

before every court has been judicial review. There are thousands of years of history of 

judicial review by courts. Presidents and Governors do executive review and legislatures do 

legislative review.

The problem is that most people have been taught that judicial review is a power as well as 

a process. Chief Justice Marshall knew the Constitution did not enumerate such power to 

any branch. He knew President Jefferson also knew what the Constitution did and did not 

say.  Marshall knew that Jefferson would ignore a court order (a writ of mandamus) and 

refuse to enforce it. The only way to save the myth that judicial review was a power as well 

as a process was to not invoke it with Jefferson. That is what Marshall did.

1. The Supreme Court agreed with Marbury’s claim that his lame duck session 

appointment was valid and that Madison and the new President Jefferson 

administration should deliver the paperwork and let Marbury take office.

2. The Court DID NOT order the administration to deliver the paperwork and office to 

Marbury.

3. The court threw the case out saying the Constitution did not give the Supreme Court 

original jurisdiction in these cases. Marbury would have to start over in a lower court.

The very case claimed to establish judicial review as a power in fact did never asserted 

judicial review as a power. In my constitutional law lectures the professor taught us that in 
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order to preserve judicial review Marshall had to not use it.
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So, the question remains, is judicial review also a power? Does the Constitution actually 

enumerate supremacy to the courts in matters of constitutionality? No. Jefferson could not 

find any place the Constitution actually enumerates that. Neither could Hamilton. So what 

do you say? What can we do about it?
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I spoke with numerous constitutional attorneys. The ones that don’t believe in judicial 

supremacy said I am 100% correct but I have 0% chance of winning in the court because 

the court is controlled by a majority of judges that believe in judicial supremacy.

We cannot win in court. We must win in the court of public opinion. 

We may never get some judges and some lawyers to admit the Constitution does not 

enumerate to them the authority to do what they have been doing. They have been taught 

to believe and preach that the judicial branch has supremacy to define the Constitution. It 

is a self-reinforcing thought process that puts the lawyers in charge of running the country 

and controlling our lives. 

Also, trial attorneys make their living by getting judges to rule in their favor. It is 

unreasonable to ask a local trial attorney to argue this case by telling local judges we don’t 

have to listen to what they say if we think they are wrong.

There is also a 0% chance of winning in a biased media, and 0% chance of winning in a 

biased academia.

Although this is a constitutional legal issue, much of the courts are politicized on this so it 

cannot be fixed through the legal (court) process. The only recourse left is the political 

process. Much of the media, much of academia and 1/3 of the electorate are politicized 

and polarized on this.
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We need strategies to fix this problem through obedience to the actual enumerated 

Constitution.
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Martin Luther changed the world by pointing out that the entrenched institutional opinion 

did not match what was written in the Word.

We will prevail the same way by pointing out that the entrenched institutional belief in 

judicial supremacy does not match the actual words enumerated in the written 

Constitution.
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No state can do this alone. The pro-LGBT advocates will boycott and media blitzkrieg 

businesses in states that support traditional marriage. Those businesses will leave the 

state. Politicians may come under economic pressure to ignore traditional marriage, ignore 

the Bible and ignore the Constitution.

However, if we can get enough states to act together to defend the Constitution from the 

Court by defying rulings the states believe to be unconstitutional the court will back off in 

order to preserve the myth of judicial supremacy. That is what they did in Marbury versus 

Madison.
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As we think about the judicial opinions that our marriage laws discriminate or do not offer 

equal protection keep in mind that all laws are arbitrary preferences of one behavior over 

another. For example, laws prohibiting bank robbery discriminate against bank robbers.  

Just because law discriminates among behaviors does not mean there is an equal 

protection violation.

Now matter how you define marriage you discriminate. You discriminate based on age (no 

child abuse), familial proximity (no incest), number (no polygamy), mental capacity, and 

species (no marrying pets to get your dog’s cancer surgery covered on your health 

insurance).
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Marriage laws do not discriminate against people. Gay or straight anyone can get married 

and anyone can enter civil unions. But marriage is defined as one man, one woman, adult 

age, sound mind, not related too closely. What they want is to change the definition of 

marriage by eliminating the gender criteria. In New York in November 2014 a judge threw 

out the NY familial proximity standard so a man could marry his niece. Eventually they will 

throw out the number, age, sound mind and species criteria and marriage will become any 

civil union one could imagine with no limitations.

It goes back to the change that occurred in law schools after secularists starting teaching 

atheism based law. Some judges believe Natural Law is the basis of Common Law. Some do 

not. The fourth circuit opinion obviously does not adhere to Natural Law. There is a 

religious divide among the attorneys. The atheism based judges are interpreting a Natural 

Law based Constitution. All their conclusions are incorrect.
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For 150 years the religious war within the legal profession has waged and our Constitution 

and our culture have been the victims. Most of the court is now politicized on this issue 

since most of today’s lawyers have been taught atheism based law instead of Natural law 

or God based law. Hence, the courts can no longer arrive at the correct answers. There is 

no point appealing to a broken system. It is like expecting a broken calculator to give a 

correct answer. The legal system is broken so it cannot solve the problem.

So what can we do when they get it wrong? 

Fortunately, as discussed earlier, the Constitution simply does not enumerate that judicial 

opinions about constitutionality are supreme. I only see one option. I think the States and 

the other branches may have to do what lawyers used to do, set aside any decision that is 

not based on Natural Law. We have to hold the judiciary to the standards that many of their 

members have been taught to abandon.

Does anyone have any better ideas?
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The common practice is to assume that once a case has been decided the decision will 

become the new case law unless one of three exceptional circumstances exists.

Exception number two might apply if you choose to invoke it. Congress passed the Defense 

of Marriage Act which defined marriage to be restricted to one man and one woman. 

Congress is the controlling authority. Our state laws and state constitution match the 

DOMA and are also controlling authorities. The SCOTUS ruled all three to be 

unconstitutional. Since judicial supremacy is not enumerated anywhere don’t you have to 

make a personal choice of which one to obey, Congress, the state constitution, the state 

laws or the Court?

Exception number three might also apply if you choose to invoke it. If you believe the 

Cogburn order to be clearly erroneous and if you believe obeying what you believe to be an 

unlawful and unconstitutional ruling to be a manifest injustice then you might choose not 

to comply with the Cogburn ruling.

Of course, some people may tell you that your opinion is irrelevant, only judges get to 

decide constitutionality and judicial supremacy means that the Cogburn ruling IS THE NEW 

CONSTITUTION. Well, preachers, lawyers, judges and salesman say all sorts of things. Is 

something true just because they say it? As an elected official sworn to support the 

Constitution don’t you have to make up your own mind about which Constitution to 

support, the written one as enumerated, or the imaginary one continually evolving with the 

stream of judicial mutations and lawyer assertions?
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The Juffras opinion from the NC SOG states clearly that cities and counties might choose to 

wait until the appeals are finished before changing their health insurance.

Could magistrates and registrars also wait?
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Here is a thread of legal and constitutional arguments

• NC has constitutional authority to define marriage

• All definitions of marriage discriminate in one way or another

• Although a judge may think heterosexual monogamy is too arbitrary, 

• natural law supports it,

• natural law is the foundation of common law,

• common law is in force in NC

• NC laws create a legal equivalence of marriage for non-heterosexual unions

• If I see no equal protection or due process violations

• And without seeing a constitutional basis for 4th circuit opinion 

• I have no recourse but to support the NC laws and NC Constitution. 

If I thought a NC law or a part of the NC Constitution were unconstitutional I could not 

support it.
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What are some of the things local officials might do if they think the judge’s rulings against 

their marriage laws are unconstitutional and/or unlawful.

They might…

• Refuse to take rescind the state’s opposite gender marriage laws 

• Refuse to issue same sex marriage licenses

• Refuse to perform same sex marriages

• Refuse to extend benefits to spouses of same sex couples and refusal to require or 

compel entities within the state to do so

• Refuse to pay judgments of damages awarded by courts to plaintiffs bring suit against 

the state, municipality or official for noncompliance with the judicial ruling declaring the 

marriage law unconstitutional

• Refusal by the law enforcement officials to enforce injunctions and arrest warrants 

issued by the court if the law enforcement officials believe the judicial order to be 

stemming from a judge’s unconstitutional and/or unlawful decision about our marriage 

laws

• Use State police and sheriffs deputies to block and prevent US Marshalls from arresting 

state and local officials found in contempt by judge’s that are stemming from a judge’s 

unconstitutional and/or unlawful decision about our marriage laws
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If you defend the Constitution by interposing against an unconstitutional judicial ruling you 

will have to go before that same court when somebody sues you for not enforcing the 

judicial ruling. Will that court find you immune from their own ruling? Not likely. You may 

claim that governmental immunity, qualified immunity and administrative immunity should 

all be applicable because it is the normal course of your government duties to determine 

constitutionality. They will claim they have the final authority to determine 

constitutionality, your opinion is irrelevant, and if you do not comply with their opinion you 

will be found to be acting unlawfully and therefore you will not have immunity.

Constitutional attorneys have told me that the lower courts are politicized. You will lose at 

the circuit and appeals level, they will order financial judgments against you, when you 

don’t pay they will order seizure of your personal assets, they will order seizure of your 

municipalities assets and they will order your arrest. Will the sitting president enforce 

those orders? Will the governor or legislature defend you and defend your municipality? 

Will the Supreme Court hear your appeal and overturn the lower courts? Are you prepared 

to ignore the court orders? Are you prepared to go to prison and have your assets seized? 

Are you prepared for the federal government or state legislature to attempt to confiscate 

the assets of your jurisdiction to pay the judgments when you refuse?

It will come down to a decision about what is more important to us, principle or money, 

God or mammon, obeying God before men.
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If you are going to interpose (defend the Constitution from unconstitutional judges and 

politicians) then you may need to hire several different attorneys.

Everybody can see that judicial supremacy is not enumerate but many attorneys want the 

judiciary to be supreme. You will need attorneys that sincerely and vigorously oppose 

judicial supremacy.

The issues are highly politicized and many of us may face governors, legislators, judges and 

academics (NC SOG) that will try to force us to consider the unconstitutional judicial 

opinions to be supreme. You need attorneys that will risk their professional and political 

careers to fight for us against our own state officials.

Although NC municipal governments may use public funds to defend officials and pay 

personal and government judgments attorneys will argue the opposite. We need attorneys 

that vigorously defend the notion that public funds may be used to defend the Constitution 

and defend the officials that interpose to defend the Constitution against unconstitutional 

judges and political actors.
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You need to prepare to lose before you win.

You might pass an ordinance authorizing the reimbursement of staff and officials for the 

legal expenses incurred to make themselves judgment proof, that is, shift assets out of 

personal names and creating continuity plans for personal and business affairs while in 

prison and if political actors remove business licenses and destroy employability.

It is a small thing for us to risk our fortunes for our few remaining earthly years to secure a 

more certain liberty for our children, our grandchildren and the free flow of the Gospel. We 

are in a spiritual war and at the front lines.

Law firms specializing in judgment proofing:

http://www.nclegacylaw.com/  
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There are examples of elected officials making their own decisions about constitutionality 

and disagreeing with the courts.

President Obama opined parts of DOMA unconstitutional and would not enforce them.

President Jackson thought SCOTUS was wrong on their decision about the 2nd bank.

President Lincoln thought SCOTUS got Dred Scott wrong.

Governor Faubus thought SCOTUS got Cooper vs. Aaron wrong and deployed the state 

national guard. 

President Jefferson and secretary Madison would have ignored the Marshall Court if they 

tried to assert judicial supremacy.

Many Constitutional Sheriffs and Peace Officers believe their oath to support the 

Constitution may require them to be unable to comply with laws, executive orders or 

judicial rulings infringing 2nd Amendment rights if they believe those to be unconstitutional.

Many of the people that sell judicial supremacy don’t follow it if the court decides against 

what they want. For example, the SCOTUS defense of the right to bear arms.

Reference notes:

John Boehner made the quote about President Obama unlawfully and unconstitutionally 

making 38 unilateral changes on 11/21/2014.
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One way to resolve this issue of who gets to decide constitutionality might be to go back to 

the way it was before Atheism was taught in law schools.

Back then nobody had supremacy. God, Natural Law and the original intent of Constitution 

were the basis for judicial decisions. Any decisions based on something else were 

considered unlawful decisions and were null and void. If judges issue decisions based on 

something other than Natural Law or the Constitution legislatures might want to consider a 

hearing and issuing a reprimand that the judge restrict the basis of their decisions to 

Natural Law and the Constitution. Repeated offenses may lead to the impeachment and 

removal of the judge.

Including common law, which is the body of judicial precedent case law, as a basis for 

judicial decisions creates the problem we have now because that assumes the previous 

precedent judicial decisions were correct. That makes all precedent self-validating and 

eliminates the possibility for future judicial review and reversal. It also puts the judicial 

branch in exclusive control of one of the bases of review. Appellate courts must be limited 

to use only Natural Law and the Constitution as bases of review for constitutionality. Said 

differently, you cannot use case law to validate case law. Something universal and higher 

than case law must be the standards against which case law is measured.

If a case arose where Natural Law and the Constitution seemed to be silent the judiciary’s 

opinion was not supreme. Everybody had their own opinion and everybody’s opinion had 

to compete for public consensus.
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Does their oath of office require or allow a Registrar to ignore NC law and ignore the NC 

Constitution if a judge says so when nothing in the federal Constitution, NC Constitution or 

NC State statutory laws (NCGS) actually enumerates that a judge’s opinion is supreme to NC 

Statutory Law and the NC Constitution?

Does their oath of office require or allow a Registrar to refuse to issue licenses for 

marriages that do not conform to the NC laws and NC Constitution because a judge says so, 

but the Registrar believes the judicial ruling to be unlawful and/or unconstitutional?

Does their oath of office require a Registrar to answers these questions for them self?

Is their anything enumerated in the federal Constitution, NC Constitution or NC State 

statutory laws (NCGS) that compels the Registrar to defer to the direction of the 

Administrator of the Courts, a judge, or anyone else to answer these questions for them?
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Does their oath of office require or allow a Magistrate to ignore NC law and ignore the NC 

Constitution if a judge says so when nothing in the federal Constitution, NC Constitution or 

NC State statutory laws (NCGS) actually enumerates that a judge’s opinion is supreme to NC 

Law and the NC Constitution?

Does their oath of office require or allow a Magistrate to refuse to perform marriages that 

do not conform to the NC laws and NC Constitution because a judge says so, but the 

Magistrate believes the judicial ruling to be unlawful and/or unconstitutional?

Does their oath of office require a Magistrate to answers these questions for them self?

Is their anything enumerated in the federal Constitution, NC Constitution or NC State 

statutory laws (NCGS) that compels the Magistrate to defer to the direction of the 

Administrator of the Courts, a judge, or anyone else to answer these questions for them?
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The Clerk of Court nominates candidates for Magistrate.

Should and could a Clerk of Court only nominate candidates for Magistrate that will support 

the NC Marriage laws based on their personal conclusions about constitutionality if they 

disagree with a judicial ruling?

Should and could we only elect Clerks of Court that will only nominate candidates for 

Magistrate that will support the NC Marriage laws based on their personal conclusions 

about constitutionality if they disagree with a judicial ruling?
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The senior resident superior court judge selects magistrates from among the candidates 

nominated by the Clerk of Court.

Should and could a superior court judge only select candidates for Magistrate that will 

support the NC Marriage laws based on their personal conclusions about constitutionality if 

they disagree with a judicial ruling?

Should and could we only elect Superior Court judges that will only select magistrates that 

will support the NC Marriage laws based on their personal conclusions about 

constitutionality if they disagree with a judicial ruling?
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Should and could we only elect Governors, Attorneys General, Insurance Commissioners, 

State Senators and State Representatives that will support the NC Marriage laws based on 

their personal conclusions about constitutionality if they disagree with a judicial ruling?
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Does their oath of office require or allow a commissioner or council member to ignore NC 

law and ignore the NC Constitution if a judge says so when nothing in the federal 

Constitution, NC Constitution or NC State statutory laws (NCGS) actually enumerates that a 

judge’s opinion is supreme to NC Law and the NC Constitution?

Does their oath of office require or allow a commissioner or council member to refuse to 

extend benefits to same sex marriage spouses of marriages that do not conform to the NC 

laws and NC Constitution because a judge says so, but the commissioner believes the 

judicial ruling to be unlawful and/or unconstitutional?

Does their oath of office require a commissioner or council member to answers these 

questions for them self?

Is their anything enumerated in the federal Constitution, NC Constitution or NC State 

statutory laws (NCGS) that compels the commissioner or council member to defer to the 

direction of the Administrator of the Courts, a judge, the NCSOG, or anyone else to answer 

these questions for them?
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Legal counsel will tell a councilmember or commissioner that if they act against the legal 

advice of the city or county attorney they could be sued and the city or county will not have 

to pay to defend them. So, execute our oath of office and support the constitution and 

support the laws and Constitution of NC as we see them we are told we have to put our 

personal assets at risk.

What is the statute or case law that actually says that?

What if we retain outside counsel gives us different legal advice from that offered by the 

NC SOG?

Does that outside legal advice mean councilmembers and commissioners could be covered 

by the city or county legal defense of their execution of their oath of office?

Would that equip city and county officials to support the Constitution and support the NC 

Marriage laws without placing their personal assets at risk?
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Let me close with three slides. By God’s providential orchestration we were given a 

Government of the people, by the people and for the people. 

The gospel of judicial supremacy has stolen that at replaced it with a government of the 

judges, by the judges and over the people.
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The current case is about the federal court opinion (or ruling, if you prefer) that the NC 

marriage laws and Constitution are unconstitutional…and that many of us disagree with the 

judges.

But this is bigger. Since the Darwinization of law, atheist, humanist and secularist leaning 

judges have used their opinions to force their beliefs upon America. If our fellow Americans 

agree the Constitution does not enumerate that the judges beliefs are supreme to 

everyone else’s, and if the American people also agree that we should abandon atheism 

and evolution as the basis of law, and go back to Natural Law and the Constitution as the 

basis for deciding constitutionality, then we may need to talk about some of the other 

cases where judges just seemed to ignore the enumerated Constitution and just made it up 

out of thin air.  
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Let me close with that blank screen. 

Can someone show where the written Constitution enumerates that judges get to say what 

the Constitution says?

Can someone show a NC law that says we are supposed to ignore NC laws if a governor, 

legislator, judge or attorney says so?
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The slides that follow may be used to deal with questions, objections, provide additional 

background and spiritual underpinning. 
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Trying to hide behind legal advice is nothing new.

God asked Adam, “What did you do?” Adam said, “she told me to.”

Did God consider Adam innocent because he was only acting on the advice he was given?

God held Adam accountable to discern the matter for himself regardless of the counsel 

given him. I may be held accountable to discern constitutionality for myself REGARDLESS 

OF THE LEGAL ADVICE GIVEN ME. 
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Some of my colleagues say that they are not accountable for a decision if they just do what 

the lawyers say. I am not sure Jesus would agree with that.

I expect I will answer to God for everything I say and do as an elected official. Since I cannot 

find a place where the written federal Constitution enumerates that judges get to decide 

what the Constitution says, and …

..since I cannot find a place where NC law says I am supposed to ignore NC laws if a judge 

says so, …

I do not see how it may be lawful or constitutional for me to ignore the laws and 

constitution of the sovereign State of North Carolina simply because judges and attorneys 

may say so.
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Read what Mordecai told Esther (pause to read).

Did Mordecai tell Esther to resign? Should these magistrates and registrars stop resigning? 

Should HR Directors, City and County Managers, councilmembers and commissioners be 

extending benefits to spouses of same sex couples? Or did God put them in their positions 

to take a stand to support the NC Marriage laws and stop letting a few judges mess up the 

Constitution God worked so hard to orchestrate? 
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Joshua told the Israelites each of them must make their individual choice about whom they 

would follow. The same question applies to us now. Each of us must choose. Will we follow 

the written Constitution, which God orchestrated, or the written Constitution and obey the 

imaginary one judges create?

As for me, I will execute my oath of office to support the WRITTEN Constitution of the 

United States to the best of MY knowledge and ability; so help me God.“
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If you are under the delusion the supernatural realm does not exist that is really the first thing you need to 

clear up. I didn’t used believe in the supernatural realm but it was easy to confirm.

Go to a few exorcisms. I guarantee you will not leave as an unbeliever. You might not leave alive, but you will 

believe. Start out by going to speak with some Catholic priests or Baptist pastors that deal with demonic 

possession. Some of them may share video tapes with you or take you along.

I know of people that were involved with covens and used to summon evil spirits to attack believers. One guy 

I know of converted to Christianity when the evil spirit came back and said he could not kill the person he was 

trying to kill because the angel protecting him was too strong. The guy realized he was on the wrong side.

I know of several people that have had supernatural presences associated with physical articles and locations. 

My favorite one is the cries and sounds associated with the military surplus items that came from an army 

field hospital. Wherever those items were stored the sounds followed. Go investigate for yourself.

Go to disaster sites. Sightings of ghosts and confused disembodied spirits spikes after tornadoes and natural 

disasters with numerous deaths. The Weather Channel did a special on this.

I know lots of people that have seen spirits and several people that have been visited by what seemed like a 

person but later found out there was no such person. Two people I know have been healed by a prayers of 

person named Leroy. One time Leroy posed as a hospital chaplain. Another time he posed as a hospital 

janitor. After you talk with a few dozen people you’ll conclude they can’t all be making this up.

In Napoleon Hill’s third book about multimillionaires he noted that several of them consulted the spirits of 

deceased business and political leaders.

There is absolutely no excuse for continuing to disbelieve in the supernatural realm. The evidence is so 
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abundant and so easy to witness yourself. Don’t be lazy. Do be frightened. If you are not under God’s 

protection you can be harmed.
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There is absolutely no definitive scientific evidence that evolution occurs, is occurring or 

has occurred. There is belief and speculation to try and explain what is observed, but no 

clear evidence. Evolution is a belief. It is a choice people make, by faith. The same scientific 

observations people make to support belief in evolution can also be interpreted as 

evidence against evolution, next slide please.
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Scientists cite numerous evidence against evolution.

The theory itself is not scientifically repeatable. That means it cannot be proven, only 

believed.

There are no intermediate species. All species reproduce only with their own kind, exactly 

as the Bible cites. If there were an ongoing branching chain of mutations from one Adam 

and Eve beginning life form to all the life forms we have today wouldn’t you expect to find 

lot’s intermediate species alive today and in the fossil record? But there aren’t any.

Natural selection and adaptation occur. Does that prove evolution or does it show a 

preservation of existing species not development of new species?

Multiple beneficial simultaneous mutative changes are required. Consider the woodpecker. 

Beak strength, neck vertebrae strength, neck muscle strength, brain resistance to 

concussions, and hair trigger muscle firing reflexes in the neck, and acute enough hearing 

to hear bugs beneath the bark are all required to have accidentally occurred by mutation at 

the same time. Any of them without all of them and woodpeckers don’t survive. Which is 

more plausible intelligent design of a woodpecker or accidental self development.

The second law of thermodynamics is that left to themselves all systems tend toward 

randomness. Evolution requires exactly the opposite. We observe nothing in the universe 

that by itself organizes in to higher more complex order. Yet despite the complete lack of 
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corroborating evidence disciples of evolution insist it must occur.

The electrons of every atom are organized into defined orbital shells of differing energy. 

There is no randomness. There is no analog continuum. There are distinct patterns. It is 

parallel to the Genesis account of distinct species with no intermediate kinds. This argues for 

design. All covalent chemical reactions depend on these electron orbital configurations. If all 

the initial atoms did not all possess the correct valance electrons and orbitals now initial 

chemical reactions would have occurred. The entire concept of atheistic evolution requires 

all matter accidentally by itself organized into these highly complex orbits.

Like charges repel each other. Opposite charges are attracted to each other. Electrons are low 

mass and negatively charged and protons are high mass and positively charged. Why don’t 

the electrons go crashing into the center of the atoms? Why don’t the orbits decay? Every 

atom is surrounded by electron clouds of negative charge. Why don’t the atoms repel each 

other and fly apart? The Bible says God holds all things together and in him everything 

consists. I think that might be telling us that God keeps the electron orbits from decaying and 

He keeps the atoms from flying apart. Moreover, quantum physics tells us there are no 

particles. Electrons do not exist as particles. Upon close examination we observe they are 

wave packets. Energy waves that for some reason bounce around within tightly defined 

boundaries. All subatomic particles are not really particles at all. Everything is made of 

electromagnetic energy wave packets. Matter is an illusion. Everything is just energy. Why do 

you think Genesis tells us that God started creation by making light? Light is energy.
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This is the same list as the previous slide. Each of these is consistent with intelligent design 

and consistent with the Biblical account.
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By scientifically observing nature we find numerous additional evidences of creation.

Scientific reports cite that carbon 14 is produced in the upper atmosphere by gamma ray 

bombardment. Carbon 14 decays back to carbon 12 at an average known rate. According to 

some calculations the rate of production and the rate of decay take about 10,000 years to 

reach equilibrium. Well, according to the study they have not reached equilibrium yet. That 

is a problem if you believe the Earth is billions of years old. It also throws off all your age 

calculations. If you adjust carbon 14 dating results for the current state of non-equilibrium 

you get much younger age results.

Silt flows down rivers at measurable average rates. If the Earth were billions of years old, 

river deltas would be much larger than the are, there would be a lot more sediment on the 

ocean floors and there would be a lot less top soil above ground than there is. Of course, 

the Biblical account that most water was originally underground, there might not have 

been any rain till the flood, during the flood the weight of the water, which is heavier than 

dirt rock, collapsed tectonic plates which float on a molten core, causing the ocean caverns, 

causing the mountains to push up to compensate for the collapse of the ocean floors (since 

fluid in the core does not compress), the plates shifted splitting the one continent into 

today’s continents, the earth tilted on its axis, the water at the poles froze (the flood must 

have been in the northern fall/winter since there was more ice in the northern hemisphere) 

and then melted with the seasons.

The NASA scientists built the first Apollo lunar modules with huge foot pads and spikes 
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because they expected billions of years of solar dust to have accumulated on the lunar 

surface like snow drifts. They thought snowshoe like pads would be necessary so the module 

did not sink in the drifts, and spikes would be needed to keep the module from blowing 

around on the surface. Boy were they surprised to only find ¼ to ½ inch of dust. Only 

thousands of years worth of dust, not billions.

So how can an 8000 year old star be light years away and we can still see the light if the 

universe is less than 10,000 years away? The Bible says that after God made the stars he 

spread them out like a tent or curtain. That explains why galaxies look like someone spread 

out cotton candy. I read and ICR paper citing this explains how you can see light from a star 

that got moved far away after it began emitting light, why there is a red shift in cosmic light 

and where background radiation comes from.

Oil is produced when vegetation is buried. Why do think oil is found in the Middle East where 

the Bible says the original garden was located between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers?

A map study was done to calculate the distance from every point on the globe to every other 

point on the globe to figure out which point was the least distant from all the other points. 

This could be called the center point of the land masses. Interestingly the calculation showed 

that point is in the Middle East in the area the Bible says people were first created.

Does the Bible say God created people or embryos, a trees or a seeds, fish or fish eggs? The 

second after Adam was created he looked like an adult. If Adam looked old when he was first 

created, just like plants and animals, could not have God created rocks and stars with the 

characteristics of age, just like he did with the living things?

Helium molecules are so small they move between rock molecules and leak out of rocks the 

same as they leak through Mylar balloons. Helium is produced from the radioactive decay of 

certain elements. If the Earth were billions of years old there would be no helium in the 

rocks. Billions of years is longer than multiple half-lives of the parent elements decaying to 

produce helium and all the helium would have leaked up to the surface by now, yet we find 

helium inside rocks. Thus, the Earth cannot be that old.
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A reporter called me about the Defense of Religion Act. He was having difficulty 

understanding what the big deal is about judges using their opinion about the 14th

Amendment to override the 1st Amendment. I said, “Let me put it in your terms. Eventually 

a judge will opine that the only to ensure equal protection for all viewpoints is to have a 

government board review all news reports before they are released to the public. That 

opinion about the 14th Amendment will eliminate the 1st Amendment protections of a free 

press and free speech. Will you care about it then? The reason you should care if Christians 

1st Amendment rights are being eliminated is because you are next on the list.”
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People will argue that we need to let the judges decide constitutionality so we have order 

and uniformity. Here is real question.

Should we allow judicial supremacy to stand as an assumed power because it might 

sometimes be messy if the president, congress, the states and the people actually assert 

and advocate for their rights under the Constitution as they see it, and that differs from the 

way some of the judges see it?

If you really want the judges to be in charge of everything you must pass a Constitutional 

Amendment that enumerates supremacy to the judiciary in matters of constitutionality.

Here are the real questions. Why don’t you want people to be free? Why don’t you trust 

the people with the Constitution? Do you think the people are too stupid? Do you want to 

control everybody, is that why you want to be the only one that decides everything? 
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Slide D 1 of 5

At one extreme are those who assert that judges have the final word on constitutionality. 

At the other extreme are people like me that say judges do not have the final word on 

constitutionality unless others agree with them. Near the middle playing a little of both 

sides is Departmentalism,  the legal theory or belief that all three branches of the federal 

government are co-equal within their sphere of operation but the judicial branch has the 

final word on constitutionality.

Although that sounds sensible to the people who believe it does not sound sensible to the 

average person because it is not co-equality if you place the judiciary over the executive 

and legislative branches and over the states and over the people. That is the same as saying 

everyone can decide constitutionality for themselves as long as they decide what the 

judges tell them to.
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Slide D 2 of 5

This is important to repeat. You cannot say you believe in co-equal branches and give the 

judicial branch the final word on constitutionality. That is not enumerated in the 

Constitution. Jefferson and Hamilton both wrote against it. The final word must rest with 

the people. It is too much power to vest in any one branch. 
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Slide D 3 of 5

You will have people tell you that judicial review (they really mean judicial supremacy) was 

understood so it did not need to be enumerated in the Constitution. The truth is as we 

have already said. Judicial review as a PROCESS was understood. The Bible tells us judges 

have sat in judgment of matters since civilization began. Moses appointed judges. However 

judicial supremacy so not understood that Jefferson and Hamilton wrote against it, as we 

already quoted them. Jefferson, Hamilton and the other founders knew that King George’s 

judges were politicized, biased and corrupt just like the King and parliament were. Justice 

comes from God not from self serving men. That is why …[next slide] 
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Slide D 4 of 5

By God’s providential orchestration they gave the world a Government of the people, by 

the people and for the people, not a government of the judges, by the judges and over the 

people. If you believe in judicial supremacy you cancel out the opportunity for freedom and 

… [next slide]
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Slide D 5 of 5

You facilitate Satan and his attempt to control the minds of mankind. The Bible teaches that 

angels and demons battle for control of nations and control of national leaders. Angels 

outnumber demons 2 to 1. Angels and demons can only be in one place at one time. 

Concentrating power in one central government or in one branch of government makes it 

easier to try to control that government with limited manpower resources. Distributing 

power across states in federal, not national, system, and then distributing all non-

enumerated powers, like deciding constitutionality, distributing those powers across the 

states and across the people makes it much more difficult for satan to gain controlling 

influence. Every time you consolidate power you make it easier for wicked men and evil 

spirits to gain control. 
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Is Gay marriage the issue that get’s 2/3’s of the electorate to resist the power of the federal 

government to invoke the will of a few judges upon the states and upon the people?

Do we wait for a strong issue to come along?

Or, are gay marriage, abortion, prayer in school, religious rights of public officials all in the 

same basket? As a whole, has the basket become big enough for 2/3’s of the people to 

resist the federal judiciary forcing a godless view of America upon the States and upon the 

people?
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The Bible tells us in many places to obey the civil authorities.

The Bible also tells us in many places not to obey the civil authorities when we believe the 

civil authorities to be contradicting God. Moses, Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego, Daniel, 

Elijah, John the Baptist, Peter, and John all came to that point for themselves.

At what point will each of us decide we have had enough of the civil authorities 

contradicting God? Abortion? Prayer? Marriage? As the basket of federal judicial rulings in 

opposition to Natural Law gets more and more filled the people are pushed more and more 

to obey God over men.

This is the same situation the founders were in. They knew the Bible told them to obey the 

King and Parliament. The also believed that at a certain point the injuries and usurpations 

of the King and Parliament required them to not comply.

Is it time for each of us to reread the Declaration of Independence, substitute the words 

“federal judiciary” and “federal government” for the words “King of Great Britain” and see 

how close we feel we are to the point of decision of saying enough is enough?
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People will ask, “what is the end game here, secession, revolution, anarchy?” 

That sounds a bit extreme. When the American public is told the truth that the Constitution 

does not actually enumerate judicial supremacy, when they hear of all the founders and 

leaders that have pointed this out again and again, when they hear that the all of this 

judicial activism comes from decisions in the 1800s to reject God and reject Natural Law, 

and teach atheism and humanism to law school students, then 70% of the American 

people we decide to ignore the judges and attorneys that choose to believe in a godless 

law. Eventually a President will say, “I think I am with the American people on this. I think 

the law schools and the courts got this wrong.” Most of the state governors and legislatures 

will follow suit. The ones from the redder states may get in front on this. Ultimately, the 

judiciary will back off in order to preserve their power before it is destroyed.
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The important questions is, “what is God’s end game here?”

Did God orchestrate the Constitution through the founders for the purpose or raising up 

America as a defender of the freedom of religious expression and a restrainer of evil?

Does God want us to be like Abigail and point out to the civil authorities that they may be 

acting contrary to Natural Law (which means, contrary to His will); they may be acting 

contrary to the constitutional authority that God proscribed; and may not be doing the 

duty for which God raised them into power, the duty to support the written constitution 

not the one made up by judicial opinions? 

Is God raising up a constitutional rebooting of America? Is God culling those who won’t 

listen from those who will? Is god preparing His remnant to be refined by the fires of a 

coming persecution of believers? (I like option 1).
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Some will ask you sweeping generalizations about lofty theoretical considerations, like 

factionalism, constitutional chaos, etc. “What about this? What about that?”

I recommend you say you don’t want to distract the discussion to make believe and 

hypothetical situations. You want to discuss the specific cases at hand, my state marriage 

laws, and what the Constitution actually enumerates and doesn’t enumerate. The 

Constitution simply does not enumerate that the judges are in charge of telling us how we 

have to think. How to solve this dilemma is what we are discussing with the American 

people. 
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The Cooper case was politically convenient for the courts but inconvenient for freedom. 

The SCOTUS ruled that the Arkansas state legislature and governor could not challenge, 

nullify, interpose or defy the SCOTUS desegregation rulings. Since most people wanted 

desegregation nobody cared that the SCOTUS was going too far when they declared that 

SCUTUS rulings are the supreme law of the land, equal to or greater than the Constitution 

itself. Because the court ruling was on the same side as popular opinion about 

desegregation the court got away with the claim of judicial supremacy. If the Cooper case 

was about something else and the court was on the wrong side of popular opinion they 

would not have gotten away with claiming judicial supremacy.

Web location of case: https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/358/1/case.html 

Full case name: William G. Cooper, et al., Members of the Board of Directors of the Little 

Rock, Arkansas, Independent School District, and Virgial T. Blossom, Superintendent of 

Schools v. John Aaron, et al.

Citations: 358 U.S. 1 78 S. Ct. 1401; 3 L. Ed. 2d 5; 1958 U.S. LEXIS 657; 79 Ohio L. Abs. 452
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The court cited 10 findings in Cooper. Finding 8 is incorrect. It reads, “The interpretation of 

the Fourteenth Amendment enunciated by this Court in the Brown case is the supreme law 

of the land, and Art. VI of the Constitution makes it of binding effect on the States ‘any 

Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding.’ ” 

They are saying that their rulings are supreme to the Constitution itself. Remember, we 

read the Supremacy Clause and it does not enumerate that SCOTUS rulings are supreme, 

rather, it enumerates that the Constitution is supreme. What SCOTUS did in finding 8 of 

Cooper is assert that the SCOTUS opinion about the Constitution is equal to or greater than 

the written Constitution and supreme everyone else’s opinion about the Constitution. If we 

let that stand we surrender all freedom, 5 judges run the country and 5 judges tell 

everybody what to think and do.

What we need to do with Cooper is keep the baby and throw out the bath water. We need 

to let the good parts of the Cooper ruling stand and throw out the bad parts.

96



The Cooper ruling quotes Marshall from Marbury v. Madison, "It is emphatically the 

province and duty of the judicial department to say what the law is.“

Although judicial supremacy is practical it is dangerous and it is not enumerated anywhere. 

At what point will you decide the court has gone too far? Is the redefinition of marriage the 

tipping point, the straw that breaks your camel’s back? Is this a time to obey God rather 

than men?

97



SCOTUS claimed on page 358 U.S. 19, “This decision declared the basic 

principle that the federal judiciary is supreme in the exposition of the law of the 

Constitution, and that principle has ever since been respected by this Court and the 

Country as a permanent and indispensable feature of our constitutional system”

Although judicial supremacy is practical it is dangerous and it is not enumerated anywhere. 

At what point will you decide the court has gone too far? Is the redefinition of marriage the 

tipping point, the straw that breaks your camel’s back? Is this a time to obey God rather 

than men?
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SCOTUS quoted Chief Justice Marshall again on page 358 

U.S. 19, “If the legislatures of the several states may at will, 

annul the judgments of the courts of the United States, and 

destroy the rights acquired under those judgments, the 

constitution itself becomes a solemn mockery…”

Do you see the arrogance? The claim is that judges can 

declare governors, state legislatures and state constitutions 

to be incorrect or unconstitutional, but governors and state 

legislatures cannot declare judges to be incorrect 

unconstitutional.

For court opinions to be superior to all other opinions 

requires that court rulings be infallible and inerrant. Only 
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God is infallible and inerrant. Do you really believe judges are 

God? 

Although judicial supremacy is practical it is dangerous and it is not enumerated anywhere. 

At what point will you decide the court has gone too far? Is the redefinition of marriage the 

tipping point, the straw that breaks your camel’s back? Is this a time to obey God rather than 

men?
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When Congress or the President disagree with SCOTUS rulings those dissenting opinions to 

not nullify the SCOTUS rulings. The dissenting opinions stand as horizontal checks and 

balances against the SCOTUS rulings. 

When governors, legislatures or others disagree with SCOTUS rulings those dissenting 

opinions to not nullify the SCOTUS rulings. The dissenting opinions stand as vertical checks 

and balances against the SCOTUS rulings. 

When there is enough disagreement the people will choose whom to follow by electing 

officials that will either obey or defy SCOTUS rulings the people believe to be 

unconstitutional.
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SCOTUS quotes previous justices but let’s note the arrogance and errors.

They consider it rule by fiat if a governor or legislature disagrees with the court. But they 

do not consider it fiat for one or a few judges to rule. To paraphrase Milton Friedman, 

“what makes judges angels sent from Heaven?” 

They again say the law is finally pronounced by the supreme court. They say it, but that is 

not enumerated anywhere. That is not a power enumerated to them. They simply take that 

power and claim the states cannot disagree with them.

Then they say the they can make errors, but their errors are still supreme law unless they 

decide to reconsider their own decisions. 

They acknowledge congress has the authority to pass laws which change supreme court 

decisions. Later, people argued this was a mistake and argued that Congress cannot change 

supreme court rulings.

Then they assert that since their rulings are the Constitution you might need an 

amendment to change a court ruling.

How absurd. How arrogant. How dangerous.

My fellow Americans each of us needs to think through these things. 
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page 358 U.S. 23.
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The SCOTUS closes Cooper with a reminder that we all have a duty to abstain from 

resistance to the supreme Law of the Land, a reference to the Supremacy Clause, but,… the 

SCOTUS claims that they are the supreme law of the land, not the Constitution as written 

or and not the Constitution as interpreted by anyone else.

Is that what you believe?

page 358 U.S. 24.
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Some believe that the court is supreme and there are no checks and balances to the court. 

What do you believe? How much are you willing to risk to defend that belief?
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