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In 1933, in the depths of the Great Depression, the 
United States government more-or-less defaulted on its debt.  
This was done in part by the adoption of House Joint Resolution 
192 (along with subsequent related legislation): 

 
JOINT RESOLUTION TO SUSPEND THE GOLD STANDARD AND 
ABROGATE THE GOLD CLAUSE, JUNE 5  1933   
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H.J. Res. 192, 73rd Cong., 1st Session   
    Joint resolution to assure uniform value to the coins 
and currencies of the United States.  
     Whereas the holding of or dealing in gold affect the 
public interest, and are the efore subject to proper 
regulation and restriction; and    
    Whereas the existing emergency has disclosed that 
provisions of obligations which purport to give the 
obligee a right to require payment in gold or a 
particular kind of coin or currency of the United S ates, 
or in an amount of money of the United States 
measured thereby, obstruc  the power of the Congress 
to regulate the value of money of the United States, 
and are inconsistent with the declared policy of the 
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Congress to maintain at all times the equal power of 
every dollar coined or issued by the Uni ed States, in
the markets and in the payment of debts.  
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    Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the Senate and 
House of Rep esentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That 
    (a) every p ovision contained in or made with 
respect to any obligation which purports to give the 
obligee a right to require payment in gold or a 
particular kind of coin or currency, or in an amount in
money of the United States measured thereby, is 
declared to be against Public Policy; and no such 
provision shall be contained in or made with respect to 
any obligation hereafter incurred. Every obligation
heretofore or hereafter incurred, whether or not any 
such provisions is contained therein or made with 
respect there o, shall be discharged upon payment
dollar for dollar, in any such coin or currency which at 
the time of payment is legal tender for public and 
private debts. Any such provision contained in any law 
authorizing obligations to be issued by or under 
authori y of the United S ates, is hereby repealed, but 
the repeal of any such provision shall not invalidate any 
other provision or authority contained in such law.     
    (b) As used in this resolution, the term "obligation"
means an obligation (including every obligation of and 
to the United States, excep ing currency) payable in 
money of the United States; and the term "coin or 
currency" means coin or currency of the United S ates, 
including Federal Reserve notes and circulating notes of 
Federal Reserve banks and national banking 
associations.     
    SEC. 2. The last sen ence of paragraph (1) of 
subsection (b) of sec ion 43 of the Act entitled " An Act 
to relieve the existing national economic emergency by
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increasing agricultural purchasing power  to raise 
revenue for extraordinary expenses incurred by reason 
of such emergency, to provide emergency relief with 
respect to agricultural indebtedness, to provide for the 
orderly liquidation of joint-stock land banks, and for 
other purposes", approved May 12, 1933, is amended 
to read as follows:    

,

 

    "All coins and currencies of the United States 
(including Federal Reserve notes and circulating notes 
of Federal Reserve banks and national banking 
associations) heretofore or hereafter coined or issued, 
shall be legal tender for all debts, public and private, 
public charges, taxes, duties, and dues, except that 
gold coins, when below the standard weight and limit 
of tolerance provided by law for the single piece, shall
be legal tender only at valuation in proportion to their 
actual weight."    
    Approved June 5, 1933.  
   
With this resolution, Congress purports to dictate to 

Americans that they must honor the paper ‘nominal dollar’ notes 
it prints at face value making them ‘dollars by decree’, or ‘fiat 
dollars’.  (Genuine legal dollars are 371 4/16ths grains of pure 
silver.)  Congress also uses this resolution to repudiate the 
federal government’s obligation to redeem its outstanding debts 
as promised, aiming particularly at those of its securities which 
contained anti-inflationary clauses.  Such clauses typically 
required that repayment of the loan be made in a fixed volume 
of gold directly, or that, if repaid with paper notes of any 
provenance, the nominal total value of such notes had to be 
adjusted such as to represent the purchasing power needed to 
buy the specified amount of gold at the time of repayment. 

   
Gold clauses were included in contracts due to a 

recognition that the buying power of paper (nominal dollar) 
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notes is inherently prone to fluctuation, and vulnerable to 
manipulation.  The buying power of such notes is dependent on 
the accuracy-- and honesty-- of the issuing entity in confining 
the nominal aggregate value of all notes in circulation to the 
value of the real commodity(s) for which they can be redeemed.  
There is, after all, no inherent, natural limitation to that nominal 
aggregate value-- nothing but the restraint of the printer limits 
the number of nominal dollars in circulation. 

To get a sense of this, imagine a laborer who trades a 
written promise to perform a day’s work in the future for a 
payment today, having found a trading partner who needs no 
work done now, but knows that he will in the future (and 
perhaps sees a virtue in the liquidity of the note).  This is fine so 
far, but what if the laborer issues these promises promiscuously, 
such that his outstanding obligations come to exceed his ability 
to redeem them all (either due to keeping poor records or in 
recognition of a lucrative, if dishonest, opportunity)?  Obviously, 
the notes, sooner or later, correspondingly lose real value, both 
due to becoming more abundant relative to the other goods for 
which they are traded and because those to whom they are 
presented for trade become increasingly less confident that the 
notes will ever be redeemed at face value.  All paper currency is 
subject to this risk, and the nominal dollar notes in circulation in 
America were, and are, no exception.   

For example, during the first third of the twentieth 
century-- in which the United States established the Federal 
Reserve system and began an ongoing, increasingly 
promiscuous issue of notes-- nominal (that is, merely paper) 
United States dollars exhibited a decided fragility of value.  For 
instance, a loan of 1000 nominal dollars made in 1900 which 
was paid back 33 years later in 1933 nominal dollars would be a 
repayment of considerably less value than had been lent: it 
actually took 1534 nominal dollars to buy as much in 1933 as 
the same number of dollars bought in 1900 as measured by the 
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government’s own Consumer Price Index-- a loss in purchasing 
power of 35%. 

(I am providing figures based on the CPI because it is 
probably the most widely and easily understood yardstick.  
However, it is also the one which is least revealing of the overall 
corruption of the currency being measured, due to its 
incorporation of offsetting factors such as productivity gains and 
product quality improvements.  The benefits reflected in such 
offsets (which will be discussed in detail later in this analysis) 
properly belong to the consumer whether his money has 
remained sound or not; and were that money to be sound, they 
would manifest as increased buying power under the CPI 
calculation.  Calculated by a purer (if more difficult to consider) 
measure of the loss of buying power of a nominal dollar over 
the same period-- the ‘unskilled labor rate’-- we find that by 
1933 it took 2540 nominal dollars to equal the buying power of 
1000 nominal dollars of 1900.) 

   
Thus, gold clauses: Conscious of the unreliability of 

designated-nominal-value paper money, prudent lenders (or 
bond purchasers) would therefore specify that repayment of the 
loan was to be measured by stable buying power-- that is to 
say, the power to buy something, the inherent relative value of 
which was more-or-less unchanging.  Gold, the time-tested 
standard of such stability, was the measuring stick of choice. 

However, Congress, being disinclined to pay its debts in 
full measure, declared by means of HJR 192 that henceforth the 
government would make its payments with whatever it 
designated as ‘currency’ (in practice, Federal Reserve notes), in 
quantities sufficient to equal by nominal value what was 
specified in the agreement.  The contract’s real value 
specifications would be disregarded. 

This was a change involving a great deal more than just 
the United States federal government stiffing its creditors.  The 
means by which the repudiation of existing gold clauses was 
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carried out involved the establishment of a new federal 
government currency regime-- a regime based upon federal 
reserve notes (FRNs).  Unlike the immediately previous types of 
paper notes issued by the federal government, which were 
redeemable on demand in gold or silver and thus possessed the 
inherent value of the quantity of precious metal of which they 
signified ownership, the holder of an FRN has thereby an 
inherent claim on nothing more than the vague, variable-- and, 
in practice, constantly diminishing-- actual market value of the 
note.  This is because FRNs are nothing but paper, and reflect 
ownership of nothing. 

Further, the vague and variable market value of the 
notes is itself of a peculiar character.  For one thing, while under 
the old regime the United States’ creditors had been paid with 
real money, usable in any market in the world, under the new 
regime the instruments of payment can, for the most part, only 
be (legally) used as “currency” in America (or at varying rates of 
discount in other markets prepared to speculate as to their 
eventual purchasing power in America). 

More significant is the underlying character of the notes 
as debt instruments.  That is, the provisions of HJR 192 served 
to ‘monetize’ the federal debt-- issuing into circulation as 
“money” federal IOUs-- the sole definable utility of which is for 
the reciprocal payment of debts TO the federal government.  In 
practice, this means that FRNs constitute “tax coupons”, being 
legitimized against amounting to an ongoing ‘check-kiting’ 
scheme insofar as the nominal value emitted equals the total of 
all legitimate debts owed to the federal government in taxes. 

Thus, HJR 192 gave birth to an intimate little cycle in 
which the government totals up what it calculates (or alleges) to 
be owing to it in taxes and uses this number to establish the 
volume of IOUs that it can issue.  It then prints them up and 
pays them out to its creditors, who redeem them by spending 
them into the economy and buying real goods and services from 
the original tax-debtors on the basis of whose obligations the 
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whole process began.  We’ve all heard the assertion that, “We
owe the national debt to ourselves.”  The ‘monetization of debt’ 
scheme constitutes the mechanism by which a fuzzy patina of 
legitimacy is lent to that entirely sophomoric and dissembling 
declaration. 

 

   
In fact, we don’t owe the national debt to ourselves, 

any more than Bob becomes legally obligated to the creditors of 
his buddy Sam once Sam loans him a fiver.  The federal 
government owes the debt-- independently-- to individual 
Americans and others.  However, Americans have long been 
encouraged to harbor a myth regarding the legal relationship 
between themselves and the federal government which provides 
‘intellectual’ cover for the facile notion that, “we owe the 
national debt to ourselves”, and helps obscure the simple and 
obvious truth about who is a creditor of whom.  This myth holds 
that ‘we’ (the American citizenry) are the federal government, in 
a legal sense.  This myth was highly instrumental in making HJR 
192 politically feasible (aided and abetted by the mind-numbing 
sense of crisis accompanying the Great Depression).  It also 
serves to support much other bad governmental behavior.  
Thus, while HJR 192 and its peripheral effects could be usefully 
discussed at much greater length, it behooves us to turn our 
attention to the pernicious myth which facilitated that 
resolution’s adoption-- and the broad truth against which that 
myth is deployed. 
   

The Enemy Might Be Us, But The Government Isn’t 
   

As originally and properly established, the federal 
government constitutes an entity legally distinct from the 
population.  It is, in this respect, an artificial person, generally 
characterized as a ‘corporation’-- by which is meant not a 
business established by investment, etc., but rather a 
‘corporealization’, or embodiment.  This characterization is 
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necessary to provide standing to the government-- in legal 
controversies, for example.  Despite the affectation of the title 
‘The People’ adopted by the state in such circumstances, clearly 
‘the people’ can’t sue-- or take any other adversarial position-- 
against one of the people, any more than you can sue yourself, 
or a part of yourself. 

   
Indeed, virtually all functions and actions of the federal 

state require its corporeality in order to conform to the rule of 
law.  The alternative is rule by mob and demagogue, and an 
essentially incoherent character of government-- incapable of 
being addressed, confronted, or restrained. 

   
Consider this very fundamental example: the state’s 

seeking of the material support of the people.  Simply put, if the 
government is undistinguished from ‘The People’ (meaning the 
aggregate of the citizenry), then property in any individual 
citizen’s possession would have to be considered as already-- 
and, impossibly, also - in the possession of the government.  By 
what principle could any spokesman for ‘The People’ argue that 
such property should be relocated, or disposed of according to 
the will of THAT member of ‘The People’ as opposed to the will 
of the member of ‘The People’ in whose possession it already is, 
and who created it in the first place?  Under those 
circumstances, the controversy arising from the competing 
claims of right to the property is irresolvable (or at least, 
irresolvable in favor of whoever is alleging himself to represent 
‘The People’) .  Indeed, the basis for ‘The People’s’ claim-- or 
even the legitimacy of whatever voice is presenting itself as ‘the 
Voice of The People’-- could not be coherently articulated or 
defended. 

-

   
Similarly, a mere aggregate of ‘the people’ cannot 

practically command, or even request, directed behavior by any 
one of the people.  The targeted individual’s own decisions are a 
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part of those of ‘the people’s’, and an attempt by others to 
override that individual’s decisions could take no form but the 
action of a mob: no different than two neighbors conspiring to 
dictate to a third.  Such an aggregate has no legitimate, distinct, 
and coherent voice or will.  It is only when the theoretical 
aggregate is incorporated as a separate entity, and the many 
voices of its disparate parts are represented by the resulting 
single voice, that the will of one of the people can be 
meaningfully opposed by the aggregate of ‘The People’.  Only a 
distinct entity can have, or articulate, a legitimate (and judicially 
noticeable) claim in competition with another’s. 

   
We do, of course, sort out the issue of which voices will 

speak for ‘The People’ at any particular time.  Unfortunately, the 
mechanism by which the aggregate of ‘The People’ is refined 
into that necessarily and legally distinct voice, will, and standing, 
under the American Constitutional system lends itself to 
confusion about the nature and legal ramifications of the 
distinction.  Utilizing the mechanism of democratic process as it 
does, this Constitutional system makes very easy the inaccurate 
conflation of the aggregate with the distinct ‘corporate person’.  
As it is (theoretically) the aggregate which picks those who 
speak and act for its corporate agent, we imagine (or are 
encouraged to imagine) that that agent remains undistinguished 
from the aggregate.  But legally, this is simply and 
unambiguously not so.  Once established, the ‘corporate’ 
embodiment that is the state is a distinct, separate artificial 
person viewed by the law as having its own purposes, rights, 
obligations, responsibilities and limitations.  Other than to the 
degree that certain powers have been relinquished to it by their 
owners (on good behavior), the state is, under the law, 
indistinguishable from any other artificial person. 
  

Bouvier’s Dictionary of Law, Sixth Edition: 
Corporation:  
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6. Nations or states, are denominated by publicists, 
bodies politic, and are said to have their affairs and 
interests, and to deliberate and resolve, in common
They thus become as moral persons, having an 
understanding and will peculiar to themselves, and are 
susceptible of obligations and laws. Vattel, 49. In this
extensive sense the United States may be termed a 
corporation; and so may each state singly. Per Iredell  J. 
3 Dall. 447.  

. 

 

,

 

   
The United States Supreme Court, US v. Perkins, 163 

U.S. 625 (1896): 
“…the United States are not one of the class of 
corporations intended by law to be exempt from 
taxation. What the corporations are to which the 
exemption was intended to apply are indicated by the 
tax laws of New York, and are confined to those of a 
religious, educational, charitable, or reformatory 
purpose. We think it was not intended to apply it to a 
purely political or governmental corporation, like the 
United States.”  
   
Under the law, while the sort of incoherent formlessness 

that is the nature of the un-incorporated state offers nothing 
capable of being bound down, it also offers nothing capable of 
exercising legitimate authority.  As noted in our discussion 
above, it is the quality of being defined and distinct that clarifies 
what is otherwise one voice among many into that of the lawful 
government.  Indeed, such definition and distinction is the 
whole point of the process of specifically identifying that one 
voice. 

   
At bottom, the issue of corporeality as regards lawful 

government is a matter of first principles.  After all, 
formlessness cannot secure the consent of the governed.  One 
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can only consent to a defined and knowable thing.  
Formlessness can only be acceded to by submission.  So, the 
legitimate state cannot be formless, but must be defined-- and it 
is so defined by the powers delegated to it. 

What can these powers be?  Obviously, they can be no 
more than those possessed by the delegators themselves-- 
which is to say, no more than are possessed by human beings.  
Of great significance in this regard is the fact that the powers of 
human beings-- and thus those of any legitimate state-- are 
inherently limited by one factor beyond the purely physical: the 
responsibility which corresponds to every freedom of action.  
Willful actors are necessarily responsible actors, meaning that 
they are responsible-- as in, ‘obliged to respond’--  to those who 
are directly affected by their actions.  (The fine points of the 
nature of that responsibility, or the meaning of ‘directly 
affected’, are immaterial for purposes of this discussion-- it is 
enough to say that whatever relevant standards are applied to 
the delegators, the same must apply to their creation.)  This 
inescapable responsibility is sometimes known as the moral 
dimension of freedom.  It is what is meant by the reference of 
Supreme Court Justice Iredell, cited by Bouvier, to the 
government’s becoming, through incorporation, “a moral 
person”.  

There is no mystical mechanism by which the 
fundamental aspect of responsibility can be stripped away in 
delegating authority to an agent, or state.  One cannot 
authorize another to do what one otherwise may not do. 

It has been suggested that we can, acting en masse, 
effectively accomplish an ‘irresponsible authorization’ by 
agreeing to hold our agent harmless in all that it does-- but this 
is an insupportable sophistry.  First, such a notion is dependent 
upon an absolute and continuing universality of agreement-- a 
practical impossibility.  Second, to so absolve another actor of 
unknown deeds lying in the future is simply another version of 
impermissible formlessness, to which consent cannot be given. 
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It has also been suggested that a middle ground exists: 
It is argued that the state has freedom of action without 
responsibility, but within certain limits which are flexible, or 
evolve-- and in any case must be discovered or endorsed by 
specialists or special processes, as the occasion demands.  This, 
of course, is the impermissible formlessness again.  It is just a 
version concealed behind a layer of intermediary (and 
beneficiary) actors; a version with, perhaps, a more torpid 
demeanor.  Many varied attempts have been made over the 
millennia to dress up what amounts to a god-state, demanding 
submission rather than seeking consent from those upon whom 
it would act, in the clothing of legitimacy, through clever 
arguments.  None can stand up to rational scrutiny, because the 
fundamental premise they seek to defend violates immutable 
natural law.  Instead, that law requires, and America’s founders 
respectfully conceived, a ‘corporate’ state having ‘personhood’ 
no different than that of any natural person in respect to its 
responsibility, or moral dimension.  

Respect for this principle is, in fact, hardwired into the 
federal Constitution.  A good example is the structure of federal 
taxation.  Under this Constitutional regime, the firewall of 
apportionment-- complete with its restrictive legislative and 
administrative requirements-- is placed between the citizenry 
and any kind of direct tax, which is to say, taxes which 
otherwise would amount to a claim by decree-- as from an 
inchoate, or at least irresponsible, sovereign to a subordinate 
subject.  In point of fact, Congress is only authorized to freely 
impose taxes on activities which are effectively connected with 
the government itself-- by virtue of which connection the 
government ‘person’ can claim its own naturally established 
right to a share in the proceeds. 

   
It is clear, then, that the state is an independent actor, 

responsible for its own obligations and commitments, even 
when acting within its properly constituted limits.  Nonetheless, 
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there never has been, and never will be, an end to occasions in 
which the officers of the corporate state will seek to evade such 
responsibility by invoking the warm, fuzzy, all-one-big-family 
obscurity of formlessness, just as did Congress and the 
Roosevelt administration is 1933 by way of HJR 192.  Thus, as 
has also been true since time immemorial, the responsibility for 
not being taken in by such nonsense falls to the rest of us. 
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