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Regarding the Inherent Unlawfulness on First Amendment Grounds of the Orders Involved 

in the Charges Against Doreen Hendrickson 
 Doreen Hendrickson was charged with criminal contempt of court for her refusal to create false 

sworn testimonial documents, the content of which was ordered to be as dictated to her by the 

government and consists of declarations she believes to be untrue, but which she is commanded to 

represent as being her own words.
1
 Such orders have never been made to an American before. 

 

 To begin with, let us recognize that it is not, and cannot be a crime to resist or disobey an 

unlawful or unconstitutional order. This is axiomatic. 

 Next, let us recognize that any order commanding what someone must or must not say is 

unlawful. To begin with, there is no law providing for such an order. Secondly, there is and can be 

no valid equity interest on anyone's part in the dictated or controlled testimony of another, and 

thus no extra-statutory authority for such an order.
2
 Third, the laws concerning declarations that 

                                                 
1  A 1040 is a sworn declaration of the signer's beliefs as to what were income-tax related 

activities/events/receipts during the period involved (and a claim of available deductions, credits, 

etc., along with assorted calculations and subsequent claims or admissions, such as for refunds or 

of tax liabilities). (See more on the nature of a 1040 here, if necessary.) Doreen's freely-made 

returns express her belief that her activities as a private-sector tutor or as a movie extra, or her 

husband's activities as a manager at Edward Rose and Sons, and/or the proceeds thereof, are not 

income-tax related activities/events/receipts. The court orders she is accused of criminally 

resisting command her to declare that she believes they are. 
2  Further, the interest claimed by the government in tax returns concerning Peter and Doreen 

Hendrickson's affairs which say what the government wishes said can be satisfied by the 

government producing returns over the sworn signature of its own officer, pursuant to the 

authority and mandate at 26 USC § 6020(b) which authorizes and requires a government-produced 

return where the government alleges that returns already filed are defective. This remedy therefore 

precludes any equitable remedy such as by injunction commanding government-serving 

expressions from the Hendricksons, even were such commands not otherwise prohibited. As said 

in Aarti Hospitality, LLC v. City of Grove City, 2009 U.S. App LEXIS 20883 (6th Cir. 2009): 

"[A] common-law [suit] "may be entertained only in the absence of a statutory remedy" [and] 

"where statutory relief is afforded and clearly applies to the circumstances giving rise to the 

action, the statute constitutes the exclusive avenue for seeking redress.”  

Also see Blatt v. United States, 830 F. Supp 882, 888 (W.D.N.C.1993), aff’d, 34 F.3d 252 (4th Cir. 

1994) ("Tax cases do not lend themselves to an equitable solution. The Tax Code and regulations 

are technical and must be interpreted accordingly, like a game which must be played strictly in 

accordance with the rules. Ewing v. United States, 914 F.2d 499, 501 (4th Cir. 1990)."); and Hincks 

v. United States, 550 U.S. 501 (2007) ("" 'a precisely drawn, detailed statute pre-empts more 

general remedies.' " EC Term of Years Trust v. United States, 550 U. S. ___, ___ (2007) (slip op., at 

4) (quoting Brown v. GSA, 425 U. S. 820, 834 (1976)); see also Block v. North Dakota ex rel. 

Board of Univ. and School Lands, 461 U. S. 273, 284-286 (1983)."). 

http://losthorizons.com/Documents/WhatIsA1040Anyway.html
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can be required of anyone or that anyone can make with legal significance all uniformly require 

that such declarations be the freely-made and sincere declarations of the signer, not anyone else, 

thus such an order commands the commission of a criminal and moral offense.
3
 Fourth, the First 

Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits the government in any and all its forms 

and organs from issuing or enforcing such orders-- a disposition of the question which is absolute 

in and of itself. As the Supreme Court said just two years ago, repeating-- unanimously, on this 

point-- what is possibly the most well-settled legal doctrine in American jurisprudence: 

“It is, however, a basic First Amendment principle that “freedom of speech prohibits the 

government from telling people what they must say.” [Rumsfeld v. Forum for Academic and 

Institutional Rights, Inc., 547 U. S. 47, 61 (2006) (citing West Virginia Bd. of Ed. v. Barnette, 

319 U. S. 624, 642 (1943), and Wooley v. Maynard, 430 U. S. 705, 717 (1977)).] “At the heart 

of the First Amendment lies the principle that each person should decide for himself or herself 

the ideas and beliefs deserving of expression, consideration, and adherence.” [Turner 

Broadcasting System, Inc. v. FCC, 512 U. S. 622, 641 (1994); see Knox v. Service Employees, 

567 U. S. ___, ___–___ (2012) (slip op.,at 8–9)] (“The government may not . . . compel the 

endorsement of ideas that it approves.”). 

  

“[W]e cannot improve upon what Justice Jackson wrote for the Court 70 years ago: “If there is 

any fixed star in our constitutional constellation, it is that no official, high or petty, can 

prescribe what shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or other matters of opinion 

or force citizens to confess by word or act their faith therein.” [Barnette, 319 U. S., at 642.]” 

Agency for Int’l Development v. Alliance for Open Society Int’l, Inc., 133 S. Ct. 2321 (2013) 

 

                                                                                                                                                                

 In short, the "remedy" of commandeered expressions by injunction in order to provide the 

government with tax returns concerning Peter and Doreen Hendrickson's affairs saying what it 

wishes said under an "equity" theory is not within the lawful power of the court to provide, even 

leaving aside all other considerations. 

 To the extent that the government's real desire is not simply to have tax returns saying what 

it wishes said about the Hendrickson's affairs but rather to have the Hendricksons say what the 

government wishes said, for the influence it would have on others or anything else, that desire, and 

its satisfaction, is prohibited by the First and Fifth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
3
  The wrongness of bearing false witness is universally-recognized across all cultures and 

times as an abhorrent offense against one's own conscience, against anyone else with whom one's 

testimony is concerned, against society, and against God. Thus, the wrongness of such an order 

transcends even the fact that because ordered by the mundane law-enforcing state itself, no state 

prosecution for the offense might be forthcoming. 
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 As a working principle, it can be fairly said that the very essence of the First Amendment is 

that whatever the government wants to have said, for whatever reason, is precisely what no one 

can lawfully be made to say; and whatever the government wants not said is precisely what no one 

can be lawfully enjoined from saying-- and in both cases because it is the government which 

wishes the thing said or not said. The First Amendment is there to prevent anyone from being 

made a tool of the government or being subordinated in his or her expressions to the purposes of 

the government, whatever those purposes may be. 

 This is not to say that Americans cannot be told to speak. They can, under certain 

circumstances. They simply cannot be told what they must say. 

 An example is illustrative. In 2007, a case came before the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals: 

United States v. Conces, 507 F.3d 1028 (6th CA 2007). In this matter, defendant Charles Conces 

was facing a civil contempt action for refusing to respond to certain discovery orders, such as to 

furnish the government with lists of persons for whom he had performed services. The Court 

relevantly held that, "[T]he courts have rejected comparable claims ... that [] First Amendment 

rights or privileges were violated through orders directing them to comply with discovery 

requests..." However, it is clear that had Conces been faced with orders commanding him to list 

specific names, dictated by the government, and to declare their appearance on the list to be his 

own testimony that these specific people were customers of his services, the Court would of course 

have denounced such orders as egregious First Amendment violations. 

 Doreen Hendrickson was told what she must say, in just such an egregious First 

Amendment violation as would have been the case had Charles Conces been told who he must 

declare to have been his customers. Doreen was not simply told to speak; rather, she was told what 

words to say, and that she must declare them to be her own.  
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 In fact, Doreen had already spoken. She had long-since provided freely-made testimony as 

to the matters involved in the orders made to her. That freely-made testimony was simply not 

pleasing to the government, or not sufficiently subordinated to the government's purposes, and so 

she was lawlessly ordered to change that testimony or be punished.
4
 

 

 Likewise, there are no circumstances in which anyone can lawfully be enjoined against 

making expressions disfavored by the government, and be punished-- not for some evil or 

unlawful characteristic of the expression itself, but merely for having disobeyed the unlawful 

attempt at prior restraint. Mrs. Hendrickson has executed no "disclosure agreement", nor any other 

kind of agreement with the government on the basis of which it can claim her to have violated any 

kind of duty when saying or not saying what she will on sworn declarations to which her own 

signature is affixed. See Near v. Minnesota ex rel. Olson, 283 U.S. 697 (1931). 

 Here, while one of the orders given to Mrs. Hendrickson commands that she repudiate her 

freely-made testimony and swear to alternate testimony dictated to her by the government, the 

other enjoins her from testifying "based on" a view that the order-requesting government and the 

order-issuing judge deem to be false and frivolous, even though the testimony involved is simply 

as to what Mrs. Hendrickson herself believes to be true, complete and correct.
5
 Existing "prior 

                                                 
4  In trial, the government requested and received the unprecedented instruction to the jury 

that "It is not a defense to the charge of contempt that the court order that the defendant is 

accusing of violating is unlawful or unconstitutional." 
5
  The disapproved "view" Mrs. Hendrickson is enjoined against embracing is not a "view" 

to which she adheres, as she has testified repeatedly, in contradiction of which neither the 

government nor the district court have managed to produce any evidence. Nonetheless, even were 

Mrs. Hendrickson to subscribe to a "view" that the world rides the back of a giant tortoise, and to 

"base" her testimony on, and in light of, that view, she cannot be lawfully enjoined against doing 

so, although the government is free to introduce testimony or other evidence based on its own 

preferred view of things anywhere Mrs. Hendrickson's disfavored testimony is relevant. Further, 

the book to which the government and court falsely ascribe the "view" upon which Mrs. 

Hendrickson is falsely said to have based her testimony as to what she believes true, correct and 
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restraint" case-law provides no support for such an injunction, but instead is uniform in 

denouncing all such efforts as unconstitutional. Further, punishment for the exercise of speech 

rights is particularly proscribed under the First Amendment. See Newsom v. Morris, 888 F.2d 371 

(6th Cir. 1989). While there are very narrow exceptions to the otherwise monolithic case-law on 

prior restraint, none are relevant to the circumstances here; if this case represents any exception to 

those precedents and that well-settled law, it is a matter of first impression. 

 To summarize, the orders Doreen Hendrickson is accused of having criminally resisted or 

disobeyed are illegal. Those orders impose no valid duty on Mrs. Hendrickson, and they cannot 

be, or have been, the legitimate basis for any prosecution. 

                                                                                                                                                                

complete has long-since been established, res judicata pursuant to FRCP Rule 41(a)(1)(B), as not 

containing enjoinable "false or frivolous" content, through a series of previous actions toward that 

end, all of which were ultimately dismissed on the government's own motions. 

 




