The Unitod States

Does her eby recognize and establ ISh

Tlig Gurehof Mmigyational Priesterait

As an officially established religion of
the United States of AmMmerica.

After vigorousinvestigation of the beliefs, dogma, doctrine and
practices of thisreligious organization, and approval of the contents,
mode and method of religiousinstruction in the training of ministers,
after inspection and approval of thefacilitiesfor the indoctrination of
children into accepted religious beliefs, as approved by the United
States Government; and after the religious organization having
proved, to the satisfaction of Government religion inspectors, that no
person will be allowed to advance intellectually into a higher religious
belief not approved by the United States Gover nment or profitableto
criminal Priestcraft,

The Government of the United States

does hereby grant to the religion of International Priestcraft
official recognition as a Gover nment approved and

Established Religion

of the United States of America.

The above certificate of Religious Establishment iscalled a

501(c)(3) CHURCH,
and isissued in theform of a" determination letter" by the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) -- the official religious police of the United
States Gover nment -- and while not taking the form and wordsused in
this Certificate, it is, in every sense, legal or otherwise, a Certificate of
Religious Establishment by the United States Gover nment.

This Government enquiry and Establishment of only approved
religionsin Americais entirely unconstitutional, and completely
destroys our most basic and sacred right.

Thelegal Case, and itshistory, presented in the following pages,
was an attempt to restore Religious Liberty to this Nation and to get
Government out of religion, whereit hasno right to be.

Emmett F. Fields
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My original intention was to present here only the last Court Case from its start to Judge
Sullivan's Decision to Dismiss with Prejudice. But the second Case was the result of the first
Case, that was an Appeal of an adverse ruling by the Internal Revenue Service, so | decided that
the First Case should be included also. And both Cases rested upon an ongoing harangue with
the IRS that was necessary, it seemed to me, to acquire standing to go to Court at all. Both Cases
was to challenge the Government's right to establish religions in absolute violation of the U.S.
Constitution.

Some of my correspondence with the IRS give vent to my scorn and absol ute contempt of
that Agency's disregard for the most basic American right under the Constitution -- Religious
Liberty. So some of the things | said, perhaps should not have been said, or, being said, should
not have been included here.

Throughout this long encounter with American Bureaucracy | have made it a point to
meet and talk, face to face, with the Government agents | have dealt with. Without exception |
have fund them friendly and likeable people. About religion they generally seemed to know no
more than they had learned in Sunday school -- which isto say less than nothing. And Judge
Sullivan | perceived as an intelligent friendly person, and | admit | do not understand his adverse
Decision, that was so opposite of his apparent understanding of the Case at the Court Hearing
March 6, 1998. Perhaps| do not understand his Decision because | do not understand
bureaucracies.

Emmett F. Fields



By Way of An Introduction.

First and foremost this case was not, as Judge Sullivan mistakenly addressed it,
"EMMETT F. FIELDS, Plaintiff v. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Defendant.” This Case
was Filed as"EMMETT F. FIELDS, Paintiff v. THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT,
Defendant.” Thisdistinction is very important. The United States of Americahasabasic
Congtitution that rules this Nation, and in addition to this, has Supreme Court Decisions that
clarify the U.S. Constitution. And all these basic safeguards of our Nation's Liberty are clearly
onmy sidein thisissue. It isthe Government that isignoring these BASIC guarantees of our
Liberty, it isthe Government that is un-American; and it isthe GOVERNMENT, and only the
Government that this Case was against.

Thefirst ten CDs shipped will go Federal Judges. Nine will go to the Supreme Court
Justices, and one to the Federal Judge that Dismissed this Case. It is necessary that these judges
be aware that there are Americans who have well thought out and sincere religions beliefs that
are discriminated against by the United States Government. Perhaps the Supreme Court Justices
will have the wisdom and understanding to grasp the simple facts, clearly stated, that seemed to
elude the lower judge;

1. that the U.S. Government clearly has set up religious tests to favor some religions and
harm or destroy other religions;
2. that the American Government employs agents whose duty it is to set in judgement of

other American's precious religious beliefs, and decide if those religious are acceptable to the
U.S. Government;

3. that these Government inquirers into the religious orthodoxy of other Americans are, and
must be, by the endless range of religious beliefs, completely ignorant of the religions they
presume to judge.

4, and, finally, through the arrogance born of ignorance these Government employees do
establishing some religions that fall into what written Government "criteria’ decreesis
"acceptable’ religious dogma, and reject al others that are beyond their understanding, or
through personal religious prejudice, are unacceptable to their own belief systems.

In 1992 | decided to write an article that would describe how the IRS decides what
constitutes a "church” for tax purposes. In my investigation for this article, | found that only
organizations can even apply for recognition as a church (it was this fact that Judge Sullivan
seized upon as the bases of my complaint, so asto ignore the real reason for the complaint, that
was plainly stated -- the unconstitutional establishment of religions.) As| read the questions and
regulations that the Government (IRS) usesin itsforms, | was appalled at the flagrant and
disgusting official intrusion into our most sacred and basic religious rights, rights that no
Government agency can investigate and deny under any circumstance. And so | filled these
forms out with the proper furry and indignation that the questions warranted. | fulfilled the
demand for an organization by creating an organization that met the rules set forth in the IRS
forms and under the name of that organization -- Point of Wisdom #1 -- | filed the application
and went through the process of answering the reams of improper religious questions the
Government sent me -- "What is your mode of worship?' being one that was ask again and
again. To thisquestion | always gave the same truthful answer each time: "To worship any thing
or ideais degrading to the human intelligence and prevents any hope of human progress.” The
Government seems to have a strange obsession with "worship."



Judge Sullivan, in his dismissal of my Case, assumed that | was prevented from filing for
Religious Liberty because | was an individual, and as no individual can file for Religious Liberty
in the United States | was not harmed more than all other citizens, and therefore had no standing
to bring legal action. Judge Sullivan seemed to overlook the fact that | DID file and went
through the Government's ludicrous process of religious investigation and intimidation.

The entire Government investigation was a sham; no matter how well | fulfilled the
demands of the Government as to organization and dedication to purpose, | did not believe the
prescribed Government approved religious dogma, and thus would never be approved as a
501(c)(3) CHURCH -- the official Government designation for an established, Government
approved, religion.

The Founding Fathers of the United States would be unable to receive religious liberty
because most were Deists and individualists. The Founders of the Great religions of the earth,
Mohammed, Buddha, Jesus, and the rest, could not have succeeded in America today.

Now that the Case is dismissed, and | see no way, or use, for me to Appeal the Case
without an attorney -- and | certainly cannot afford the three hundred thousand plus dollars that it
would require to go to the Supreme Court -- | fully expect to suffer retaliation from the
Government. The fact that | do not owe the Government anything, never have, will not prevent
an ongoing harassment. But | am glad | tried to restore Religious Liberty in the United States --
the true Religious Liberty for all Americans that the Founding Fathers intended we have, and
that is so clearly defined by the United States Constitution.

Emmett F. Fields
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     The mark-out and correction in the date of this Summons is identical to the correction that appeared in the first Case (see) -- I think it is very strange that exactly the same mistake should happen twice, could it be that certain kinds of Cases are so marked?
     In May 1994 my home was broken into and robbed while I was in Washington.  It was a strange brake-in, (as the police officer that took the report observed) the Front door was destroyed and fairly little was taken, but there was evidence snooping in files, computer, microfilm, etc.  This was done during the time I was dealing with the IRS, if I were a suspicious person I might think the Government had something to do with it.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Emmett F. Fieids

514 Eastern Parkway

Louisville, Kentucky 40217-1818
(302) 634-0590

PLAINTIFF

VS. Civil Action No.
United States Government
U. S. Attorney General, Janiet Reno
10th & Constitution Ave. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

DEFENDANT.
COMPLAINT
Re. Civil Action No. 95-0558 (HHG), U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia.

With vicious foresight to deny victims of Government religious oppression any means of
legal self-defense, the Government requires that application for Religious Liberty can be made
only by organizations, individuals being denied even the right to apply. Then, when the victim is
denied his Constitutional religious rights, and appeals to the Courts for justice, the Government’s
legal department has the case dismissed by citing the fact that organizations must be represented
by attorney. The Government having investigated, knows full well the victim cannot afford the
required legal defense, and is thus denied his right of self-defense. With such malicious fore-
planning the honest citizen is rendered powerless against the bureaucratic dictatorship and is cast,
without hope of legal redress, upon the tender mercies of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS); of
which mercies the world has never known.

Thus entrapped and denied legal self-defense, Plaintiff Appeals the entrapment.

Plaintiff continues to Appeal the Government’s denial of Plaintiff’s Religious Liberty; the
Government’s assumed right to establish religion; to favor some religions; to discriminate against
some religions; to have religious tests; to have and enforce religious laws; to force religious
conformity; or to concern itself with the legal religious activities of any American citizen or
organization.

Plaintiff, having made proper application for Religious Liberty, and having met all
Government demands, even forming an organization in order to be allowed to apply, the
Plaintiff’s application was rejected after years of investigation and delay by the IRS solely
because his religious beliefs did not please certain unknown Government employees. Therefore,
this appeal of an IRS final adverse ruling of plaintiff's application for Religious Liberty, asks this
Court to examine the Constitutionality of the United States Government establishing religions,
and of denying free and equal exercise to those religions denied establishment.

1



Upon filing, in 1992, an application for Religious Liberty on IRS Form 1023, and
requesting establishment under Section 501(c)(3) CHURCH, the Plaintiff fully qualifying for
Government religious establishment under all regulations and demands therein stated, has been
subjected to unreasonable delays, demands and investigations concerning the personal religious
beliefs. endeavors, activities, purpose and every other aspect of the religious beliefs and religious
work of Plaintiff, Emmett F. Fields. Such Government concern, interest, investigation and
harassment of the religious beliefs and lawful religious work of any American individual is
absolutely unconstitutional, being a flagrant violation of the first Amendment to the Constitution
of the United States that clearly states: "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment
of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof;" The framers of our National Constitution,
recognizing that the free exercise of religion is an absolute and unalienable right, secured its
protection by placing it as the first clause of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
Therefore the religious beliefs and lawful religious activities of any citizen of the United States
cannot, under any circumstance, be of concern to the Government of the United States, or of any
office, agency or branch thereof; or of any part of any American government; Federal, State or
local, by the fact that the full protection of the U.S. Constitution is extended to the States by the
Fourteenth Amendment.

The Government of the United States, through the agency of the IRS, has established an
office. or department, of "Holy Inquisition" whose duty it is to investigate the religious belief,
dogma, activity, history, practice, etc., of a religion to determine its orthodoxy according to
unconstitutional Government religious decree, and to accept and establish the religion, or to deny
the religion Government establishment and the special privileges accorded only to Government
established religions. The Government office of Religious Inquisition within the IRS uses a
'fourteen point criteria' to test Government defined orthodoxy for religious organizations seeking
equal Religious Liberty with those religious entities already established. The fourteen point
criteria the Government uses is so fabricated that no new religion, religious beliefs, religious
individual or religious institutions can possibly be accepted and established. Such Government
hostility toward religion is not Constitutional, not American, and is certainly not consistent with
the grand ideals of individual rights and Religious Liberty that this Nation was founded upon.
Under the rules of the IRS the Founding Fathers of this Nation would be denied Religious
Liberty as most were Deists, Freethinkers and/or individualists.

The narrow, unconstitutional and immoral 'fourteen point criteria’ used by the United
States Government, through it's agent the IRS, as a guide for establishing religion is as follows:

“1. A distinct legal existence.

2. A recognized creed and form of worship.

3. A definite and distinct ecclesiastical government.
4. A formal code of doctrine and discipline.

5. A distinct religious history.

6. A membership not associated with any church or denomination.

7 A complete organization of ordained ministers ministering to their congregations.
8 Ordained ministers selected after completing prescribed courses of study.

9. A literature of its own.

10.  Established places of worship.

11.  Regular congregations.

12.  Regular religious services.



i3.  Sunday schools for the religious instruction of the young.
and
14.  Schools for the preparation of its ministers."

Plaintiff forcefully contends that it is flagrantly unconstitutional, un-American, immoral,
oppressive, and disgusting for the Government of the United States to have ANY rules, criteria,
guidelines, or other such mechanism of religious uniformity, and demand the conformity of all
religious individuals and institutions to those oppressive and dictatorial religious rules. Such
religious rules, and Government agencies empowered to enforce them, can only be regarded as a
‘Holy Inquisition,' and is grossly offensive to every idea of Religious Liberty.

The Supreme Court has stated unequivocaliy; "the test of religion under the Constitution
is belief: that which is believed to be religiously true is religion, and constitutionally protected;”
UNITED STATES v. BALLARD (1944). The fact that Plaintiff, Emmett F. Fields, has had
hundreds of Freethought letters and articles published in the public press, and has publicly
advocated the rational religion of Freethought for neigh-unto forty years, is well known to the
IRS religious police. In a meeting with Plaintiff at IRS Headquarters in Washington, D.C. on
August 24, 1994, officers of the IRS acknowledge they were convinced that the religious belief
and activities of Emmett F. Fields are sincere.

In view of the open and public manner in which the religious activity of Plaintiff is, and
has always been, carried on, there has never been any legitimate excuse for Government
investigation and harassment of Plaintiff’s religious work. Plaintiff therefore contend that the
true and only purpose of the Government is the same as all other holy inquisitions throughout
history; to preserve the power, wealth, status and income of the corrupt established religions and
superstitions, and destroy all superior religions before they can mature and become a force for
intellectual stimulation, moral reform, and the religious elevation of society.

Plaintiff contends that the Government cannot establish religions; that neither the
Government, the IRS, nor any other Government entity, has, or can have, the authority to treat
one religion differently than it treats other religious; nor can the Government say that a religion is
not a religion in order to discriminate against that religion; nor can the Government, for religious
reasons, or for any reason, entrap and render citizens vulnerable and legally defenseless against
Government criminal activity.




Wherefore, the premises considered, plaintiff demands that the Government be 1equired
to cease and desist from establishing religions, and/or prohibiting tlie free and equai exercise
thereof;

that all religions, religious individuals, religious beliefs, religious institutions, and all
religious entities, organizations, temples, halls, synagogues, electronic media religions, etc., by
whatever name or means of activity, be treated equally and justly, without favoritisin, censure,
discrimination or harassment by the Government of the United States;

that the Government cease to investigate, judge, harass, deny, or in any way to singie-out,
or concern itself with the lawful religious work of Plaintiff, Emmett F. Fields, or of any other
religious individual or group;

that the Government be required to terminate all offices, agencies, departments, or
whatever such may be called, of religious inquiry or 'Holy Inquisitions' now operating within the
IRS, or that may be operating within any other branch, agency or department of the Government
of the United States, or of any State, possession, holdings or other U.S. property that is under the
protection of the Constitution of the United States;

that the Government of the United States be made fully liable for the harm done to
Plaintiff. Emmett F. Fields, and to all other religious individuals and religions institutions that
have been, and are being, denied the first and most basic right guaranteed under the Constitution
of the United States -- Religious Liberty;

that all Government money, grants, preferred treatment, etc., ad infinitum, now being
given only to Government established religions, under whatever excuse, be also given in equal
amount to Freethought religions entities, to be used for public charity, scholarships, research, etc.
so that the rational religions may receive public praise and approval for "good works" that the
Government now finances only for Government established religions;

that the Government be made to cease and desist the use of foreseen legal entrapment to
circumvent justice and render victims incapable of legal defense against criminal acts by
Government agencies.

that the Federal Government be required to initiate an ongoing program of Affirmative
Action to reestablish Religious Liberty, and to undo, as far as possible, the egregious harm done
by the unconstitutional, immoral and shameful religious establishment, and active religious
discrimination that the Government of the United States has practiced for well over a century.
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END OF COMPLAINT.

That Concludes the Complaint. There is nothing vague or unclear about this Complaint,
nor about its demand that the Government be required to end the establishment of religion in
Americaand treat ALL religions equally.

Aside from the unconstitutional Fourteen Point Criteria named in the above Complaint,
the Government has other equally unconstitutional forms and questionnaires that are referred to
in the Brief in support of Summary Judgement. That Judge Sullivan should describe these clear
statements of facts as "not altogether clear” is amazing!

The facts of this Case, to the honest mind, are so clear that a call for Summary Judgement
was entirely justified. In the Brief that follows | list forceful statements of some of the more
important Supreme Cases Decisions that clearly state that the Government cannot establish
religions; and then, citing these Supreme Court cases, and the U.S. Constitution, | clearly show
that the Government IS establishing religions and that the Government asks unconstitutional
guestions in its determination to see that only approved religious beliefs will be accepted for
Government establishment.

This Complaint and Brief are both clear as to what the Government is doing and that
what the Government is doing is unconstitutional.

EFF



Emmett F. Fields
514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217-1818
(502) 634-0590
March 1, 1996

Ms. Margaret Earnest

Trial Attorney, Tax Division Re. FIELDS v. IRS #1:95CV00558
U.S. Department of Justice

P.O. Box 227

Washington, D.C. 20044

Dear Ms. Earnest,

I called your office and left a message on your machine Feb. 27th, asking that you call
me, but perhaps it was lost. T have received a message from the Court postmarked Feb. 23, 1996,
concerning FIELDS v. IRS, that, in accordance with RULE 206 -- Duty to Meet and Confer, we
must meet in order to see if a settlement can be reached in this case. I doubt that a settlement can
be reached short of a Court decision, and that decision appealed to the highest Court possible.

It was my impression that this case had been dismissed under a rule of closed shop for
attorneys, which denies organizations an opportunity for a day in Court if it could not afford an
attorney. Or, in this case, find one who might be foolish enough to brave the IRS Pro Bono.

I have no intention of appealing this case unless I can find an attorney. It would be
foolish to waste time arguing whether the gross injustice of a destitute company, entangled in
IRS litigation, can rightfully be denied access to our Courts because it cannot afford, or find, an
attorney. That deplorable situation needs desperately to be argued, but my purpose is to attempt
to reestablish Religious Liberty in the United States, whereby all religions will be treated equally
by our Government, and that, [ believe, is far more important.

If you wish to confer, as the Court demands, let me know what time is best for you, and I
will come to Washington for the meeting(s). I am certainly willing to do whatever is necessary

to see that justice and Religious Liberty is restored.

Sincerely,

Emmett F. Fields

copy to:

Nancy Mayer-Whittington, CLERK
U. S. District Court for the District of Columbia.



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

EMMETT F. FIELDS,
Plaintiff,
C.A. No. 1:96CV00317 (EGS)

V.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM COF POINTS & AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME

This is an action in which plaintiff seeks declaratory and
injunctive relief as a result of the Internal Revenue Service's
denial of tax exempt status to plaintiff's organization.

STATEMENT & DISCUSSION

1. Introduction. Plaintiff commenced this action by the

filing of the complaint on or about February 20, 1996.

2. Responsive pleading date. Pursuant to Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, Rule 12(a), the United States is required to
serve a responsive pleading to the complaint within sixty (60)
days after service of the complaint on the United States
Attorney. The United States Attorney was served with the summons
and complaint on February 29, 1996. Accordingly, a responsive
pleading is due to be served on or before April 29, 1996.

3. Present status of defendant's case. Defendant's counsel
is not now in possession of sufficient information to respond to
the complaint under the current pleading deadline as the
undersigned received the complaint on April 26, 1996.

While defendant's counsel could respond to the complaint by



serving a general denial, such action would not materially
advance this litigation. In fact, in many such cases, the
service of a general denial actually inhibits progress in the
case due to the necessity of serving and filing amended
pleadings.

4. Relief requested. Defendant is of the belief that an
enlargement of time of thirty (30) days would be sufficient for
the assembly, transmittal, and receipt of the materials necessary
to the drafting and service of a meaningful responsive pleading.

5. Granting this motion will tend to advance this suit.

Based on the foregoing, defendant submits that granting a thirty
day enlargement of time for defendant to respond to the complaint
would tend toward the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination
of this action. See Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 1.

6. The Court has discretion to grant this motion. Pursuant

to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 6(b) (1), the Court, for
cause shown, may enlarge the time for pleading, among other

things. See Poe v. Christina Copper Mines, Inc., 15 F.R.D. 85,

87-88 (Del. 1953). As Professor Moore hasAcommented:

"Oordinarily of course, the court should

be liberal in granting extensions of tine
before the perlod to act has elapsed, soO
long as the moving party has not been gullty
of negligence or bad faith and the privi-
lege of extensions is not abused."

2 Moore, Federal Practice, Sec. 6108 at 6-83. Defendant has not
been guilty of negligence or bad faith, nor has the privilege of

extensions been abused by defendant.



7. cConsultation with plaintiff. Defendant's counsel

previously was contacted by plaintiff who advised her that the
complaint had been filed; at that time the undersigned had not
received the complaint. Plaintiff stated that he did not believe
that the complaint was a tax case but that he would not oppose
the relief which is now being sought.
CONCLUSION

It is defendant's position that the motion for enlargement
of time ought to be granted.
DATE: April 29, 1996.

Respectfully submitted,

ik P g rick
MARGARET M. EARNEST

Trial Attorney,’ Tax Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.0. Box 227

Ben Franklin Station
Washington, D.C. 20044
Telephone: (202) 307-6562

OF COUNSEL:

ERIC H. HOLDER, JR.
United States Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Emmett F. Fields
Plaintiff, CASE No. 1:96CV00317 (EGS)

V.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

N N N N S N Nt e Nt

Defendant.

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMERY JUDGEMENT

The Plaintiff, in view of the repeated delay and evasion tactics engaged in by Defendant,
and pursuant to the Rules of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia,
plaintiff hereby moves this Court for a Summery Judgement in this case. The grounds for this
motion are that the United States Government is in flagrant violation of the plainly stated
Constitutional Law against any government establishment of religion, and in violation of many
United States Supreme, and lower Court decisions that clearly and forcible declares that the
Government cannot enact laws, nor enforce administrative decisions, that establish, or tends to
establish, any form of religion.

Attached hereto and incorporated herein is a supporting memorandum. Also attached is a
proposed Order granting the judgement requested.

Dated: June 3, 1996

Respectfully submitted

Emmett F. Fields

Director

Point of Wisdom #1

514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217-1818
(502) 634-0590



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

EMMETT F. FIELDS,
Plaintiff,

Civil No. 1:96CV00317 (EGS)

v.

UNITED STAT=ZS,

Defendant.

DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Comes Mow Defendant, United States, by and through its
undersigned attorney, and hereby files its opposition to the
, plaintiff's mofion for summary judgment.l/ Neither the Complaint
nofvplaintiff's motion address the specific grounds of the
adverse determination made by the Internal Revenue Service with
respect to plaintiff's organization, Point of Wisdom #1.
Accordingly, defendant responds to the general points raised by
the plaintiff in his motion.

Plaintiff contends that the United States is without any
authority teo determine the tax exempt status of religious
organizatioms because such determinations, in plaintiff's view,
violate the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment. The
premise of plaintiff's argument has been rejected by this Court.

In Basic Unit Ministry of Alma Karl Schurig v. United States,

511 F. Supp. 166 (D.C. 1981), aff'd., 670 F.2d 1210 (D.C. Cir.

1/ In its motion to dismiss filed on May 29, 1996, the defendant
presented its arguments that the plaintiff lacks standing to
bring this action and that the Court lacks jurisdiction to the
extent plaintiff seeks declaratory and injunctive relief.



1962), this Court noted that "[s]ince religicus organizations may
be taxed, it follows that the government may decide to grant
reasonable exemptions to qualifying organizations while
continuing to tax those who fail to meet the qualifications."
(Id. at 168 - 169.)

Further, the Supreme Court has stated that Congressional

failure to subsidize an activity does not constitute an

infringement of the First Amendment. See Regan v. Taxation with

Representation of Washington, 461 U.S. 540 (1983) (Denial of

exemption under Section 501(c) (3) for organization engaging in

substantial lobbying not an infringement of First Amendment);

Cammarano V. ﬁnited States, 358 U.S. 498 (1959) (upholding as
constitutional Tréasury regulation denying business deduction for
lobbying) .

In Hernandez v. Commissioner, 490 U.S. 680 (1989), the
Supreme Court found that the Service's disallowance of a Section

170 charitable contribution deduction for certain guid pro gquo

contributions did not violate either the Establishment Clause or
the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment. In that case,
the petitioners had argued that denying the deduction violated
the Establishment Clause by according a disproportionately harsh
status on religions that raise funds by imposing fixed costs for
participating in certain religious practices and threatened
excessive government entanglement with religion.

The Hernandez Court observed that the first step in

Establishment Clause analysis is to determine "whether the law



facially discriminates among religions." (Id. at &9%.) The Court
then looked to the three-prong test established by Lemon v.
Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602 (1971) to see: (1) whether the statute was
neutral both in design and purpose; (2) if the statute's primary
effect was neither to advance nor inhibit religion; and (3) that
the statute did not involve excessive entanglement between church
and state. The Court found that Section 170 did not facially
discriminate among religions, nor was its primary effect to
advance or inhibit religion. The Court also found fhat the
routine regﬁlatory inquiry the Service might be required to
undertake would not involve excessive entanglement with religion.

(Id. at 697.) See also Tony and Susan Alamo Foundation v.

Secretary of ILabor, 471 U.S. 290, 305-06 (1985) (Religious

organizations are not exempt from secular governmental activity.)
In this case, the Internal Revenue Service has determined
that plaintiff's organization does not qualify for tax exempt
status under 26 U.S.C. §501(c)(3), or classification as a church
under 26 U.S.C. §§ 509(a) (1) and 170(b) (1) (A) (i). In this
regard, plaintiff does not appear to understand the distinction
between section 501(c) (3) status, and church classification
within sections 509(a) (1) and 170(b) (1) (A) (i). Nor does
plaintiff appear to understand the distinction between a
religious organization and a church. See Church of Gospel

Ministry, Inc. v. United States, 640 F. Supp. 96, 99 (D.D.C.
1986) ("[Tlhe issue of whether [plaintiff] is a ‘church' is




irrelevant unless it first qualifies as a tax-exempt religicus
organization under sec. 170(c) (2) and Sec. 501(c) (3).")
Section 501(a) provides exemption from federal income
taxation for organizations described in section 501(c). To
gqualify for exemption under section 50i(c) (3), an organization
(1) must be organized and operated exclusively for exempt
purposes, (2) no part of its net earnings case inure to the
benefit of any private shareholder or individual, and (3) no

substantial part of its activities may consist of political or

lobbying activity. See Western Catholic Church v. Commissioner,

73 T.C. 196 (1979), aff'd. in unpublished opinion, 631 F.2d 736

(7th cir. 1980); cert. denied, 450 U.S. 981 (1981).

Treas. Reg. §1.501(a)-1(c) provides that the words "private
shareholder or individual® refer to persons having a personal and
private interest in the activities of the organization. Treas.
Reg. § 1.501(c) (3)-1(c) (1) provides that an organization will be
regarded as "operated exclusively" for one or more exempt
purposes only if it engages primarily in activities that
accomplish one or more of the exempt purposes specified in
section 501(c)(3). An organization will not be so regarded if
more than an insubstantial part of its activities are not in
furtherance of an exempt purpose. An organization will not
qualify for exemption if it possesses a single non-exempt

purpose, if substantial in nature. Better Business Bureau V.

United States, 326 U.S. 279 (1945); Basic Bible Church v.



.C. 846, 856 (198C), aff'd sub nom. Granzow V.

+

Commissioner, 74

Commissioner, 739 F.2d 265 (7th Cir. 1984).

An organization is not operated exclusively for one or more
exempt purposes if the net earnings inure in whole or in part to
the benefit of private shareholders or individuals. See Treas.
Reg. §1.501(c)(3)-1(c)(2). No part of the net earnings, however
small, may inure tc the benefit of a private shareholder or

individual. Church of the Transfiquring Spirit, Inc. V.

Commissioner, 76 T.C. 1, 5 (1981).

Additicnally, an organization is not organized and operated
exclusively for one or more exempt purposes unless it serves a
public rather than a private interest. Thus, it is necessary for
an organization to establish that it is not organized or operated
for the benefit of private interest such as designated
individuals, the creators, the shareholders of the organization
or persons controlled, directly or indirectly by such private
interests. Treas. Reg. §1.501(c) (3)-1(4d) (1) (ii).

Beth—-E]l Ministries v. United States, 79-2 USTC 99412 (D.D.C.

1979), involved a religious community whose members committed all
their possessions to the\community and donated salaries from
outside employment to the community. In return, the members were
provided with food, clothing, shelter, medical care, recreational
facilities, and a parochial school for their children. The court
determined that the members' receipt of food, clothing, shelter
and other benefits constituted the impermissible inurement of

earnings for the private benefit of the members. See also



Martinsviile Ministries v, United States, 80-2 USTC §9710 (D.D.C.

1979); New Life Tabernacle v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 1982-367.

Church of the Transfiquring Spirit, Inc. v. Commissioner,

supra, involved a non-profit corporation established to operate a
church for religious purposes. The organization conducted
religious services in the home of its president and vice-
president, Mr. and Mrs. Thayer; the services were open to the
public and were attended by 3 to 10 pecple. Ministers of the
organization also engaged in counseling and performed two
marriage ceremonies. Nearly all of the church's financial
support was provided by Mr. and Mrs. Thayer, and substantially
all of its expenditures consisted of a housing allowance to the
Thayers. The fact that nearly all of petitioner's income
consisted of contributions from Mr. and Mrs. Thayer, and that
nearly all of the income was expended for housing benefited Mr.
and Mrs. Thayer, along with the control the Thayers and their
daughter exercised over the church's expenditures and
reimbursements and its board of directors supported the Tax
Court's conclusion that there was impermissible inurement. 76
T.C. at 5-6. While noting the sincerity of the petitioner and
its members, the court concluded that it did not comply with the
statutory requirements for exemption.

Many other cases have similarly held organizations
purporting to be churches not exempt under circumstances where
substantially all the income was derived from individuals who

controlled the purported church and substantially all of the



criurch's exrenditures were for the benefit of these individuals.

Basic Bible Church v. Commissioner, supra, 74 T.C. at 856 (96

percent of the total contributions received mostly from founder
and his wife, were expended on the founder's subsistence
allowance, on travel expenses, and on utilities and upkeep on the

founder's home); Unitary Mission Church of long Island v.

Commissioner, 74 T.C. 507 (1980), aff'd. per order, 647 F.2d 163

(24 Cir. 1981) (ministers contributed nearly all of
organization's support and received substantial parsonage
allowances, reimbursement of travel expenditures and expended
$22,000 for improvements to the parsonage of one of the

. ministers, a co-founder and trustee); Western Catholic Church v.

Commissioner, 73 T.C. 196 (1979), aff'd without published

opinion, 631 F.2d 736 (7th Cir. 1980), cert. denied, 450 U.S. 981

(1981) .

The Internal Revenue Service applies the organizational and
operational tests for exemption to all organizations claiming
section 501 (c) (3) status, not simply religious organizations.
Moreover, not all religious organizations are churches, nor does
the conduct of some religious activities make an organization a
church. Neither the Internal Revenue Code nor the Treasury
Regulations under I.R.C.§ 170 define the term "church". "Church"
is a more limited concept than a religious organization.

American Guidance Foundation v. United States, 490 F. Supp. 304,

306 (D.D.C. 1980), aff'd. without opinion (D.C. Cir., July 10,
1981); Church of the Visible Intelligence that Governs the



urniverse v. United States, 4 Cl. Ct. 55, 64 (1983); Foundation of

duman Understanding v. Commissioner, 88 T.C. 1341, 1357 (1987),

acqg. in result, 1987-2 C.B. 1.

The Internal Revenue Service has developed 14 criteria that

it applies in determining whether a religious organization is a
church. The criteria are as follows:

(1) a distinct legal existence;

(2) a recognized creed and form of worship;

(3) a definite and distinct ecclesiastical government;

(4) a formal code of doctrine and discipline;

(5) a distinct religious history;

(6) a membership not associated with any other church

or denomination;

(7) an organization of ordained ministers;

(8) ordained ministers selected after completing

prescribed studies;

(9) a literature of its own;

(10) established places of worship;

(11) regular congregations;

(12) regular religious services;

(13) Sunday schools for religious instruction of the

young,; and

(14) schools for the preparation of its ministers.
See Internal Revenue Manual 7(10)69 Exempt Organizations

Examination Guidelines Handbook 321.3(3) (April 5, 1982).



The criteria are helpful in determining whether an

organization is a church. See American Guidance Foundation v.

United States, 490 F. Supp. 304 (D.D.C. 1980), aff'd without

opinion, (D.C. Cir. July 10, 1981); Spiritual Outreach Society v.

Commissioner, 927 F.2d 335 (8th Cir. 1991), aff'q T.C. Memo.

1990-41; Foundation of Human Understanding v. Commissioner,

supra, 88 T.C. at 1358-1361, Lutheran School Services of

Minnesota v. United States, 758 F. 2d 1283, 1286-1287 (8th Cir.

1985), rev'q and remanding, 583 F. Supp. 1298 (D. Minn. 1984);

Williams Home, Inc. v. United States, 540 F. Supp. 310, 317 (W.D.

Va. 1982); Church of the Visible Intelligence that Governs the

Universe v. United States, supra, 4 Cl. Ct. at 64-65.

These cases recognize that few traditional churches meet all
of the criteria and that none of the criteria is considered
controlling. In American Guidance Foundation, supra, 490 F.
Supp. at 306, the District Court stressed the existence of an
established congregation served by an organized ministry, the
provision of regular religious services, religious education for
the young, and the dissemination of a doctrinal code as being of
central importance.

The means by which an avowedly religious purposes is
accomplished separates a "church" from other forms of
religious enterprise. See Lutheran Social Services of Minnesota

v. United States , supra, 758 F.2d at 1287. In American Guidance

Foundation v. United States, supra, 490 F. Supp. at 307, the

organization seeking classification as a church was composed of



menbers of the same famiiy. It advertised in the local yellow
pages and provided a recorded telephonic religious message but
made no effort to extend the membership beyond the founder and
his immediate family. "Religious instruction" consisted of a
father preaching to his son, and its "organized ministry" was a
single self-appointed clergyman. The District Court noted that
"[r)ather than ministering to a society qf believers, plaintiff
is engaged in a quintessential private religious enterprise."
(Id.) Therefore, the court held that it did not qualify for
church classification, stating "[p]rivate religious beliefs,
practiced in the solitude of a family living room, cannot
transform a man's home into a church." (Id.)

In Foundation of Human Understanding, supra, the Tax Court

found an organization with substantial publishing and
broadcasting activities qualified for church classification. It
had a distinctive doctrine and provided regular religious
services for established congregations. While the services had
no set structure or liturgy, they were regqularly conducted by
member of an ordained ministry for congregations consisting of 50
to 300 persons. While not all criteria were present, the Tax
Court noted that it possessed most of the criteria to a degree,
and the factors considered of central importance were satisfied.
Accordingly, the court concluded it was entitled to church

classification.

In contrast, in Spiritual Outreach Society v. Commissioner,

supra, 58 T.C.M. (CCH) 1286, aff'd, 927 F.2d 335 (8th Cir. 1991),

10



the Tax Court found an inter-denominational religiocus
organization did not qualify as a church where it lacked most of
the criteria and its religious activities lacked sufficient
associational aspects. Its activities included providing a place
in which religious teachers could espouse their views and
teachings, a place were religious music could be presented and a
campsite for those attending the teaching and performances. It
also distributed religious media, provided a library where
materials could be borrowed, and maintained and outdoor
amphitheater where bimonthly musical programs were held on
Saturday evenings so people could attend their own church on
Sundays. Sporadic other meetings were held, including retreats
where members of different religions met for the purpose of
mediation, study and spiritual advancement. It also maintained a
chapel that was open for meditation and individual prayer.

The Tax Court acknowledged that Spiritual Outreach Society
possessed several of the relevant criteria, including a distinct
legal existence and a building used for prayer. However, it
lacked an ecclesiastical government, did not have its own
literature or prayers, and had no "recognized creed and form of
worship." Spiritual Outreach Society v. Commissioner, supra, 58
T.C.M. (CCH) at 1287. There was no form of ordained ministers or
sunday school for religious instruction. Crucially, the court
was not persuaded that the musical festivals and revivals, and
gatherings for individual mediation and prayer by persons who did

not regularly come together as a congregation, satisfied the

11



cohesiveness factor that was viewed as an essential ingredient of
a church.

The Eighth Circuit affirmed, noting that while Spiritual
Outreach Society met some church criteria, nothing suggested that
any of those participating in its activities considered the
organization as their church. Recognizing its religious
sincerity, the Eighth Circuit nonetheless found that the
organization failed to meet what it considered the core criteria

and did not qualify as a church. Spiritual Outreach Society v.

Commissioner, supra, 927 F. 2d at 339. See also VIA v.

Commissioner, T.C. Memo. 1994-349 (organization recognized as

religious organization under I.R.C. § 501(c) (3) devoted to
promoting the wellness of members and the public at large failed
to establish it qualified as a church where it failed to provide
regular services for established congregations and lacked other
associational aspect to its activities).

That the Internal Revenue Service determines the tax exempt
status of organizations, such as plaintiff's, does not violate
the Establishment Clause. The Internal Revenue Service's use of
the 14 criteria is neutral in design and application, and neither
advances nor inhibits religion as it is neutral and
nondiscriminatory on matters of belief, and the process does not
involve excessive entanglement. As the Supreme Court has noted,
the sorts of government entanglement necessary to violate the
Establishment Clause are "far more invasive than the level of

contact created by the administration of neutral tax laws." Jimmy

12



Swaggert Ministries v. Board c¢f Equalization of California, 493

U.S. 378, 395 (1990).

For these reasons, plaintiff's motion for summary judgment

should be denied.

DATE: June 18, 1996.

Respectfully submitted,

L/').’ ‘f“: x"\ /i ’, 1\ &,7’,/ [’7/ i)[ S
MARGARET M. EARNEST
Trial Attorney, Tax Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 227
Ben Franklin Station
Washinaton, D.C. 20044

........ b R ]

Telephone: (202) 307-6562

=N

,
L

OF COUNSEL:
ERIC H. HOLDER, JR.
United States Attorney
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Emmett F. Fields
Plaintiff, CASE No. 1:96CV00317 (EGS)
v.

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT.

Plaintiff memorandum in support of its motion for Summary Judgment.
STATEMENT & DISCUSSION.

Defendant, the United States Government grants a religious establishment to some
Government approved religious institutions (sometime called “churches”), and denies equal
religious establishment to other, equally religious, institutions and individuals of different
religious practice and persuasions. This religious establishment is in flagrant violation of the
first clause of the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, that reads:
"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free
exercise thereof; ..."

ARGUMENT AND STATEMENT OF FACTS.

The Government of the United States, through its agency the IRS, is in blatant violation
of the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment by establishing some religions and by
prying into the religious beliefs and practices of individuals and Institutions of Religion that
apply for Government religious establishment. Also, it is upon the personal judgement of the
Government agent, or agents, reviewing the petition for establishment that the applying religious
institution is either accepted by the Government, and established as a “church,” or the religious
institution is rejected and denied all Government benefits that are granted only to Government
established religions (sometime called “churches”) in complete violation of the First Amendment

of the Constitution of the United States.



This Case rests upon two clear and simple questions of law and fact that Plaintiff asks the
Court to decide.
1. In the question of Law: Can the United States Government Establish Religions?

2. In the question of Fact: Is the United States Government Establishing Religions?
ARGUMENTS

QUESTION 1

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; (First Clause, First Amendment of the United States Constitution.)
The Constitutional prohibition against Government Establishment of Religion is, and has
always been, absolute and without exception. A few cases, of the many that could be cited,

follow:

WATSON v. JONES. 1872.

Mr. Justice MILLER delivered the opinion of the Court:
In this country the full free right to entertain any religious belief, to practice any
religious principle, and to teach any religious doctrine which does not violate the
laws of morality and property, and which does not infringe personal rights, is
conceded to all. The law knows no heresy, and is committed to the support of no
dogma, the establishment of no sect. The right to organize voluntary religious

associations to assist in the expression and dissemination of any religious doctrine,

UNITED STATES v. BALLARD. 1944.

Mr. Justice DOUGLAS delivered the opinion of the Court:
... “The law knows no heresy, and is committed to the support of no dogma, the
establishment of no sect.” Watson v. Jones. The First Amendment has a duel aspect.
It not only “forestalls by compulsion law of acceptance of any creed or the practice
of any form of worship” but also “safeguards the free exercise of the chosen form of
religion.” Cantwell v. Connecticut. ... The Fathers of the Constitution were not
unaware of the varied and extreme views of religious sects, of the violence of

disagreement among them, and the lack of any one religious creed on which all men
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would agree. They fashioned a charter of government which envisaged the widest
possible toleration of conflicting views. ... The religious views espoused by
respondents might seem incredible, if not preposterous, to most people. But if those
doctrines are subject to trial before a jury charged with finding their truth or falsity,
then the same can be done with the religious beliefs of any sect. When the triers of

fact undertake that task, they enter forbidden domain. The First Amendment does

them all in that position.

ZORACH v. CLAUSON. 1952.

Mr. Justice DOUGLAS delivered the opinion of the Court.
... There is much talk of the separation of Church and State in the history of the Bill
of Rights and in the decisions clustering around the First Amendment. There cannot
be the slightest doubt that the First Amendment reflects the ;;hilosophy that Church
and State should be separated. And so far as interference with the “free exercise” of
religion and an “establishment” of religion are concemed, the separation must be
complete and unequivocal. The First Amendment within the scope of its coverage

permits no exception, the prohibition is absolute.

ABINGTON TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DISTRICT v. SCHEMP. 1963.

Mr. Justice CLARK delivered the opinion of the Court.
III Almost a hundred years ago in Minor v. Board of Education of Cincinnati, Judge
Alphonso Taft, father of the revered Chief Justice, in an unpublished opinion stated
the ideal of our people as to religious freedom as cne of

“absolute equality before the law, of all religious opinions and sects. ...

“The government is neutral, 'and, while protecting all, it prefers none, and it
disparages none.”

Before examining this “neutral” position in which the Establishment and Free
Exercise Clause of the First Amendment place our Government it is well that we
discuss the reach of the Amendment under the cases of this Court.

First, this Court has decisively settled that the First Amendment’s mandate that

3



~Congress shall make no law respecting an estabiishment of religion, or prohibit the
free exercise thereof” has been made wholly applicable to the States by the
Fourteenth Amendment. ...

Second, this Court has rejected unequivocally the contention that the
Establishment Clause forbids only governmental preference of one religion over
another. Almost 20 years ago in Everson, the Court said that “[n]either a state nor
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religion, aid all religions, or prefer one religion over anoiher.” And Mr. Justice
Jackson, dissenting, agreed:

“There is no answer to the proposition ... that the effect of the religious freedom
Amendment to our Constitution was to take every form of propagation of religion
out of the realm of things which could directly or indirectly be made public business
and thereby be supported in whole or in part at tax-payers expense. ... This freedom
was first in the Bill of Rights because it was first in the forefathers’ minds; it was set
forth in absolute terms, and its strength is its rigidity.”

Further, Mr. Justice Rutledge, joined by Justice Frankfurter, Jackson and Burton,
declared:

“The [First] Amendment’s purpose was not to strike merely at the official
establishment of a single sect, creed or religion, outlawing only a formal relation
such as had prevailed in England and some of the colonies. Necessarily it was to
uproot all such relationships. But the object was broader than separating church and
state in this narrow sense. It was to create a complete and permanent separation of
the spheres of religious activity and civil authority by comprehensively forbidding
every form of public aid or support for religion.”

The same conclusion has been firmly maintained ever since that time and we
reaffirm it now.

IV The interrelationship of the Establishment and Free Exercise Clause was first
touched upon by Mr. Justice Roberts for the Court in Cantwell v. Connecticut,
where it was said that their “inhibition of legislation” had

“a double aspect. On the one hand, it forestalls compulsion by law of the

acceptance of any creed or the practice of any form of worship. Freedom of
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conscience and freedoin to adhere to such religious organization or form of worship
as the individual may choose cannot be restricted by law. On the other hand, it
safeguards the free exercise of the chosen form of religion. Thus the Amendment
embraces two concepts, -- freedom to believe and freedem to act. The first is
absolute but, in the nature of things, the second cannot be.”

A half dozen years later in Everson v. Board of Education, this Court, through Mr.
Justice BLACK, stated the
forever to suppress” the establishment of religion or the prohibition of the free
exercise thereof. In short, the Court held that the Amendment

“Requires the state to be a neutral in its relations with groups of religious believers
and non-believers; it does not require the state to be their adversary. State power is
no more to be used so as to handicap religion than it is to favor them.”

In McCollum v. Board of Education ... Mr. Justice Frankfurter, joined by Justices
Jackson, Rutledge and Burton wrote a very comprehensive and scholarly
concurrence in which he said that “[s]eparation is a requirement to abstain from
fusing functions of Government and religious sects, not merely to treat them all
equally.” Continuing, he stated that:

“the Constitution ... prohibited the Government common to all from becoming
embroiled, however innoeently, in the destructive religious conflicts of which the
history of even this country records some dark pages.”

In 1952 in Zorach v. Clauson, Mr. Justice DOUGLAS for the Court reiterated:

“There cannot be the slightest doubt that the Amendment reflects the philosophy
that Church and State should be separated. And so far as interference with the ‘free
exercise’ of religion and an ‘establishment’ of religion are concerned, the separation
must be complete and unequivocal. The First Amendment within the scope of its
coverage permits no exception; the prohibition is absolute.

And then in 1961 in McGowan v. Maryland and in Torcaso v. Watkins each of
these cases was discussed and approved. Chief Justice WARREN in McGowan, for
a unanimous Court on this point, said:

“But, the First Amendment, in its final form, did not simply bar a congressional

enactment establishing a church; it forbade all laws respecting an establishment of
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religion. Thus, this Court has given the Amendment a ‘broad interpretation ... in the
light of its history and the evils it was designed forever to suppress. ...” ”

And Mr. Justice BLACK for the Court in Torcaso, without dissent but with Justice
Frankfurter and Harlan concurring in the result, used this language:

“We repeat and again reaffirm that neither a State nor the Federal Government can
constitutionally force a person ‘to profess a belief or disbelief in any religion.’
Neither can constitutionally pass laws or impose requirements which aid all religions
as against non-believers, and neither can aid those religions based on a belief in the
existence of God as against those religions founded on different beliefs.”

Mr. Justice DOUGLASS, concurring.

... But the Establishment Clause in not limited to precluding the State itself from
conducting religious exercises. It also forbids the State to employ its facilities or
funds in a way that gives any church, or all churches, greater strength in our society
than it would have by relying on its members alone.

The most effective way to establish any institution is to finance it; and this truth is
reflected in the appeals by church groups for public funds to finance their religious
schools. ...

Plainly, the Establishment Clause, in the contemplation of the Framers, “did not
limit the constitutional proscription to any particular dated form of state-supported
theological venture.” “What Virginia had long practiced, and what Madison,
Jefferson and others fought to end, was the extension of civil government’s support
to religion in a manner which made the two in some degree interdependent, and thus
threatened the freedom of each. The purpose of the Establishment Clause was to
assure that the national legislature would not exert its power in the service of any
purely religious end; that it would not, as Virginia and virtually all of the Colonies
had done, make of religion, as religion, an object of legislation. ... The
Establishment Clause withdrew from the sphere of legitimate legislative concern and
competence a specific, but comprehensive, area of human conduct: man’s belief or
disbelief in the verity of some transcendental idea and man’s expression in action of
that belief or disbelief.” McGowan v. Maryland. ...

Third, our religious composition makes us a vastly more diverse people than were
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our forefathers. They knew differences chiefly among Proiestant sects. Today the
Nation is far more heterogeneous religiously, including as it does substantial
minorities not only of Catholics and Jews but as well of those who worship
according to no version of the Bible and those who worship no God at all.

II ... These principles were first expounded in the case of Watson v. Jones, which
declared that judicial intervention in such a controversy would open up “the whole
subject of the docirinal theology, the usages and customs, the written laws, and
fundamental organization of every religious denomination. ...” Courts above all
must be neutral, for “[t]he law knows no heresy, and is committed to the support of
no dogma, the establishment of no sect.” This principle has recently been reaffirmed
in Kodroff v. St. Nicholas Cathedral, and Kreshik v. St. Nicholas Cathedral.

The mandate of judicial neutrality in theological controversies met its severest test
in United States v. Ballard. That decision put in sharp relief certain principles
which bear directly upon the questions presented in these cases. Ballard was
indicted for fraudulent use of the mails in the distribution of religious literature. He
requested that the trial court submit to the jury the question of the truthfulness of the
religious views he championed. The requested charged was refused, and we upheld
that refusal, reasoning that the First Amendment foreclosed any judicial inquiry into
the truth or falsity of the defendant’s religious beliefs. We said: “Man’s relation to
his God was made no concern of the state. He was granted the right to worship as he
pleased and to answer to no man for the variety of his religious views.” “Man may
believe what they cannot prove. They may not be put to the proof of their religious
doctrines or beliefs. ... Many take their gospel from the New Testament. But it
would hardly be supposed that they could be tried before a jury charged with the
duty of determining whether those teachings contained false representations.”

The dilemma presented by the case was severe. While the alleged truthfulness of
nonreligious publications could ordinarily have been submitted to the jury, Ballard
was deprived of that defense only because the First Amendment forbids government
inquiry into the verity of religious beliefs. In dissent Mr. Justice Jackson expressed
the concern that under this construction of the First Amendment “[p]rosecutions of

this character easily could degenerate into religious persecutions.” ...
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We also held two terms ago in Torcaso v. Watkins, that a State may not
constitutionally require an applicant for the office of Notary Public to swear or
affirm that he believes in God. The problem of that case was strikingly similar to the
issue presented 18 years before in the flag salute case, West Virginia Board of
Education v. Barnett. In neither case was there any claim of establishment of

religion, but only of infringement of the individual’s religious liberty -- in the one

of the child whose creed forbade him to salute the flag. But Torcaso added a new
element not present in Barnette. The Maryland test oath involved an attempt to
employ essentially religious (albeit nonsectarian) means to achieve a secular goal to
which the means bore no reasonable relationship. No one doubted the State’s
interest in the integrity of its Notaries Public, but that interest did not warrant the
screening of applicants by means of a réligious test. ...

The principles which we reaffirm and apply today can hardly be thought novel or
radical. They are, in truth, as old as the Republic itself, and have always been as
integral a part of the First Amendment as the words of that charter of religious
liberty. No less applicable today than they were when first pronounced a century
ago, one year after the very first court decision involving religious exercises in the
public schools, are the words of a distinguished Chief Justice of the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania, Jeremiah S. Black:

“The manifest object of the men who framed the institutions of this country, was to
have a State without religion, and a Church without politics -- that is to say, they
meant that one should never be used as an engine for any purpose of the other, and
that no man’s rights in one should be tested by his opinions about the other. As the
Church takes no note of men’s political differences, so the State looks with eqﬁal
eyeé on all the modes of religious faith. ... Our fathers seem to have been perfectly
sincere in their belief that the members of the Church would be more patriotic, and
the citizens of the state more religious, by keeping their respective factions entirely
separate.” Essay on Religious Liberty, in Black, ed, Essays and Speeches of
Jeremiah S. Black, (1886), 53.”

Mr. Justice GOLDBERG, with whom Mr. Justice HARLAN joins, concurring. ...
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The fullest realization of true religious liberty requires that government neither
engage in nor compel religious practices, that it effect no favoritism among sects or
between religion and non-religion, and that it work deterrence of no religious belief.

That the central value embodied in the First Amendment -- and, more particularly,
in the guarantee of “liberty” contained in the Fourteenth -- is the safeguarding of an
individual’s right to free exercise of his religion has been consistently recognized.
Thus, in the case of Hamilton v. Regents, Mr. Justice Cardozo, concurring, assumed
that it was “... the religious liberty protected by the First Amendment against
invasion by the nation [which] is protected by the Fourteenth Amendment against
invasion by the states.” And in Cantwell v. Connecticut the purpose of these
guarantees was described in the following terms: “On the one hand, it forestalls
compulsion by law of the acceptance of any creed or the practice of any form of
worship. Freedom of conscience and freedom to adhere to such religious
organization or form of worship as the individual may choose cannot be restricted by
law. On the other hand, it safeguards the free exercise of the chosen form of

religion.

EPPERSON v. ARKANSAS. 1968.
Mr. Justice FORTAS delivered the opinion of the Court.

Government in our democracy, state and national, must be neutral in matters of
religious theory, doctrine, and practice. It may not be hostile to any religion or to the
advocacy of no-religion; and may not aid, foster, or promote one religion or religious
theory against another or even against the militant opposite. The First Amendment
mandates governmental neutrality between religion and religion, and between
religion and non-religion.

As early as 1872, this Court said: “The law knows no heresy, and is committed to
the support of no dogma, the establishment of no sect.” Watson v. Jones. This has
been the interpretation of the great First Amendment which this Court has applied in
the many and subtle problems which the ferment of our national life has presented
for decision within the Amendment’s broad command.

... This prohibition is absolute. It forbids alike the preference of a religious doctrine
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or the prohibition of theory which is deemed antagonistic to a particular dogma. As
Mr. Justice Clark stated in Joseph Burstyn Inc. v. Wilson, “the state has no
legitimate interest in protecting any or all religions from views distasteful to them. ...
“The test was stated as follows in Abington School District v. Schemp: “[ W]hat are
the purpose and the primary effect of the enactment? If either is the advancement or
inhibition of religion then the enactment exceeds the scope of legislative power as

circumscribed by the Constitution.”

FLAST v. COHEN. 1968.

Mr. Chief Justice WARREN delivered the opinion of the Court.
... For example, standing requirements will very in First Amendment religious cases
depending upon whether the party raises an establishment Clause claim or a claim
under the Free Exercise Clause.

Mr. Justice STEWART, concurring.

As the Court notes, “one of the specific evils feared by those who drafted the
Establishment Clause and fought for its adoption was that the taxing and spending
power would be used to favor one religion over another or to support religion in
general.”

Mr. Justice FORTAS, concurring.

... | agree that the congressional powers to tax and spend are limited by the
prohibition upon Congress to enact laws “respecting an establishment of religion.”
This thesis, slender as its basis is, provides a direct “nexus,” as the Court puts it,
between the use and collection of taxes and the congressional action here. Because
of this unique “nexus,” in my judgement, it is not far-fetched to recognize that a
taxpayer has a special claim to status as a litigant in a case raising the
“establishment” issue. This special claim is enough, I think, to permit us to allow
the suit, coupled, as it is, with the interest which the taxpayer and all other citizens
have in the church-state issue. In terms of the structure and basic philosophy of our
constitutional government, it would be difficult to point to any issue that has a more
intimate, pervasive, and fundamental impact upon the life of the taxpayer -- and

upon the life of all citizens.
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s the vital interest of a citizen in the establishinent issue, without reference
to his taxpayer’s status, would be acceptable as a basis for this challenge. We need
not decide this. But certainly, I believe, we must recognize that our principle of
judicial scrutiny of legislative acts which raise important constitutional questions
requires that the issue here presented -- the separation of state and church -- which
the Founding Fathers regarded as fundamental to our constitutional system -- should
be subjected to judicial testing. This is not a question which we, if we are to be
faithful to our trust, should consign to limbo, unacknowledged, unresolved, and

undecided.

WALZ v. TAX COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK. 1970.

Mr. Chief Justice BURGER delivered the opinion of the Court.
... For example, in Zorach v. Clauson, Mr. Justice DOUGLAS, writing for the
Court, noted:

“We Sponsor an attitude on the part of government that shows no partiality to any
group and lets each flourish according to the zeal of its adherents and the appeal of
dogma.”

The course of constitutional neutrality in this area cannot be an absolute straight
line; rigidity could well defeat the basic purpose of these provisions, which is to
insure that no religion be sponsored or favored, none commanded, and none
inhibited. The general principle deducible from the First Amendment and all that
has been said by the Court is this: that we will not tolerate either governmentally
established religion or governmental interference with religion. Shoit of those
expressly proscribed governmental acts there is room for play in the joints
productive of a benevolent neutrality which will permit religious exercise to exist

without sponsorship and without interference.

The many Supreme, and lower, Court Decisions that state an absolute prohibition against any
form of Government, (Federal, State or local) establishment of religion would include hundreds

of Case references; it is hoped the above small sample will suffice.
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Government establishment of religions faiis entirely under the Lemon test. Under the Lemon
test (LEMON v. KURTZMAN, (1971, 403 U.S. 602) any statue or practice which touches upon
religion, if it is to be permissible under the establishment clause must: 1. have a secular purpose;
2. must neither advance nor inhibit religion in principle or primary effect; and 3. must not foster
an excessive entanglement with religion.

Test 1. Must have a secular purpose: There is NO secular purpose in the Government’s
establishment of religion; in fact the religious establishment constitutes a great burdon upon
secular government by eroding the tax base and creating uncontrolable political powers --
Government rules forbidding political involvment by tax exempt religions are ignored by
established religions, and the Government has denied itself the authority to audit or investigate
the activities of established religions.

Test 2. Must neither advance nor inhibit religion in principle or primary effect: The
establishment of religion advances the Government established religions, while inhibiting all
other religions in America. The advancement of the preferred religions, and the inhibition of all
refused religions is the only possible effect the Government can expect from its selective
establishment of certain preferred religions.

Test 3. Must not foster excessive entanglement with religion: As the facts prove, the
Government establishment of religion fosters an excessive and unconstitutional Government
entanglement with religion.

The Constitutional injunction that “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of
religion,” certainly MUST extend to administrative decrees of Government agencies, and the

Government, being the power behind all Government agencise, is responsible for their actions.
QUESTION II.

IS THE GOVERNMENT ESTABLISHING RELIGION?
The Scope of the Religious Establishment.

The scope“ of the religious establishment by the United States Government is far greater
than just the tax-exemption support that Government established religions receive. However
the establishment of a Government Approved religion is done by the Internal Revenue
Service, (IRS) and that approval is the foundation of all Government religious establishments.
Any religious establishment, by the government of any nation in the world, must have a

department or agency charged with the duty of investigating beliefs, and enforcing laws
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favoring the established religion(s). Once a religion has been accepted and established by the
agency charged with enforcing religious conformity, other agencies, and the public, will look
to the establishing agency to see if a religion is established and approved for preferrcd
treatment. Thus in the United States only representatives of Government established religions
are accepted as Chaplains in the armed forces (the last known Freethought Chaplin in the U.S.
Army was Mrs. Ella Elvira Gibson, who was appointed Freethought Chaplin by President
Abraham Lincoln during the Civil War); allowed to be a Chaplin of Congress; invited to give
invocations at Government events, etc. etc. In Kentucky, and many other States, a religion
that has been established by the United States Government (IRS) is accepted by default as an
established religion in Kentucky. In this way the religions established by the United States
Government receives establishment treatment from State and local governments. Also the
religious establishments of the United States Government are carried into the public sector and
newspapers usually include only news of the estgblished religions on their “Religion Page,”
and give special advertisement rates only to Government approved religions; air-lines,
printing-shops, book stores and many other private businesses often give special discounts to
churches and ministers only of established religions, and all these far reaching benefits, and
the prestige of being ‘Government approved,’ are denied all other religions, and religious
individuals, not approved and established by the United States Government. The list of
advantages enjoyed only by Government established religions is endless, and has had a
disastrous effect upon Religious Liberty in America.

Government’s Unconstitutional Guidelines for Establishing Religion.

Under the Establishment Clause of the Constitutiom the Government cannot have ANY
list(s) of demands for religious conformity. Yet the Government ignores the Constitution
completely and employs a narrow set of demands for religious conformity that insure that
only ONE type of religious belief, and only the institutions of that ONE kind of religion will
enjoy Government establishment.

The United States Government, through its agency the Internal Revenue Service, has a 14
point criteria for approving and establishing religions. They are:

1. A distinct legal existence.
2.  Arecognized creed and form of worship.

3. A definite and distinct ecclesiastical government.
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4. A tormal code of doctrine and discipiine.

5. A distinct religious history.

6. A membership not associated with any church or denomination.

7. A complete organization of ordained ministers ministering to their
congregations.

8. Ordained ministers selected after completing prescribed courses of study.

9. A literature of its own.

10. Established places of worship.

11. Regular congregations.

12. Regular religious services.

13. Sunday schools for the religious instruction of the young.
and

14. Schools for the preparation of its ministers.

Although the foregoing list is not all-inclusive, and not all the attributes must

be present in every case, these characteristics, together with other facts and
circumstances, are generally used to determine whether an organization constitutes a

church for federal purposes.

It is offensive to even read this narrow, prejudice, persecution-prone list, and the vague
confusing statement that follows. This concluding paragraph conveys the fact that there are no
set rules, and that the final decision is in the hands of fallible, prejudice-prone, Government
agents, who decide the fate of a religion by their personal decision. The Supreme Court has
forcefully declared it unconstitutional for a Government official to be allowed to make official
personal decisions as to whether a religion will be allowed to function; see CANTWELL v.
CONNECTICUT.

Unconstitutional questions the Government asks in Establishing Religions.
The process by which the Government establishes religion is direct, blunt and blatantly
unconstitutional. The Government Agency assigned the task of establishing religions is the

Internal Revenue Service. In addition to the list of Government preferred religious
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characteristics, that is used cnly as a guide for establishing or rejecting religious institutions --
individual Americans are denied even an opportunity to apply for Religious Liberty. The
Government Application for Religious Establishment contains questions inquiring into
religious beliefs, mode of worship, place of worship, membership, etc., that are absolutely
unconstitutional. Such Government inquiry into private religious beliefs have been held to be

unconstitutional in UNITED STATES v. BALLARD.

T :
1

he application for Religi
the “Department of the Treasury Internal Revenue Service.” (The current version is “Package
1023 (Rev. July 1993) Cat. No. 47194L), and is entitled “Application for Recognition of
Exemption.” Under “General Instructions” item 2. “Organizations not required to file Form
1023” states that; “churches, their integrated auxillaries, and conventions or associations of
churches” need not file in order to be tax-exempt. However, Item 2. Continues and states:
“Even if these organizations are not required to file Form 1023 to be exempt, they may wish
to file Form 1023 and receive a determination letter of IRS recognition of their section
501(c)(3) status to obtain certain incidental benefits such as public recognition of their tax-
exempt status; exemption from certain state taxes; advance assurence to doners of deductibility
of contrubitions; exemption from certain Federal excise taxes; nonprofit mailing privileges,
etc.”

The “determination letter of IRS recognition of their section 501(c)(3) status”
constitutes a CERTIFICATE OF RELIGIOUS ESTABLISHMENT by the United States
Government, and all the “certain incidental advantages” are denied to those religions
that are refused Government Establishment.

The Government uses the words “church” or “organization” in place of “religion” in an
effort to evade the Constitutional Prohibition against religious inquiry and establishment,
however the inquiries are clearly religious and Constitutionally prohibited. In the following
quoted questions the bolded word “religion” is inserted in brackets, “[religion],” where it is
clearly the real meaning.

The following part of the “Application for Recognition of Exemption” that pertains to

religion, “Schedule A. Churches,” contains religious questions that Government cannot, under

the Constitution, ask any American citizen or religious organization. The questions, [with
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bold notes added in brackets| are:

1 Provide a brief history of the organization, [religion] including the reasons for

its formation.
[NOTE: According to United States v. Ballard, the history of a religious organization is
of no concern to the Government, nor is the reason for its formation.]

2 Does the organization [religion] have a written creed or statement of faith?

2 d
INOTE: "creed” and “faith” are clearly religious terms and accerdin
of no concern of the Government.]

3 Does the organization [religion] require prospective members to renounce

other religious beliefs or their membership in other churches or religious orders to

become members?
[NOTE: This purely religious information cannot possibly be of concern to the United
States Government according to Ballard.]

4 Does the organization [religion] have a formal code of doctrine and discipline

for its members? ... If “Yes” describe.
[NOTE: This religious information cannot possibly be of concern to the United States
Government according to Ballard.]

5 Describe the form of worship and attach a schedule of worship services.
[NOTE: This question is entirely improper the “form of worship” of a religion can be of
NO concern of the Government -- see United States v. Ballard.)

6 Are the services open to the public? ... If “Yes,” describe how the organization

[religion] publicizes and explain the criteria for admittance.
[NOTE: It can be of no concern to the Government whether a religious service is open
to the public or not, or even if the religion has “services” according to Ballard.]

7 Explain how the organization [religion] attracts new members.
[NOTE: This information the Government (or/and others) could use to interfere with
efforts to expand an unapproved religion, and is unconstitutional under Ballard.]

8 (a) How many active members are currently enrolled in the church?

(b) What is the average attendance at the worship services?

[NOTE: These questions are not permissible under the Constitution, (see Ballard) such
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information is of no concern to the Government.|

9 In addition to worship services, what other religious services (such as

baptisms, weddings, funerals, etc.) Does the organization [religion] conduct?
[NOTE: Other than to obtain marriage licences, provide statistical information as to
who wed who, etc., and such other legal and statistical information the State needs for

records, religious ceremonies are of NO concern of the Government -- see Ballard.]

the young?
[NOTE: Some religions consider the indoctrination of children to be a vicious form of
child abuse.]

11 Were the current deacons, minister, and/or pastor formally ordained after a

prescribed course of study?
[NOTE: This question concerning internal structure of a religious organization can be of
no concern to the Government according to United States v. Ballard.)

12 Describe the organization’s religious hierarchy or ecclesiastical government.
[NOTE: Under Ballard; the proper answer is: None of the Government’s business!]

13 Does the organization [religion] have an established place of worship? ... If

“Yes,” provide the name and address of the owner or lessor of the property and

the address and description of the facility. ... If the organization has no regular

place of worship, state where the services are held and how the cite is selected.
[NOTE: This MOST improper question could lead to the Government forcing a
property owner to evict an unestablished religion, or make it easier for Government
agents to find and raid the services of an unapproved religion -- it has been (is?)
customary for the Government to include Freethought religions in its lists of
“subversive” or “Communist” organizations from World War I to the present time.]

14 Does (or will) the organization [religion] license or otherwise ordain

ministers (or their equivalent) or issue church charters? ... If “Yes,” describe in

detail the requirements and qualifications needed to be so licensed, ordained, or

chartered.
[NOTE: Internal affairs of a religion are of no concern to the Government -- Ballard.]

15 Did the organization pay a fee for a church charter? ... If “Yes,” state the
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name and address of the organization to which the tee was paid, attach a copy of
the charter, and describe the circumstances surrounding the charter.
[NOTE: This question might be proper in a tax, or criminal, investigation, but is
certainly not permissible as a form of prior-restrant under Ballard. The obvious
purpose of this question is to harrass new religions.]
16 Show how many hours a week the minister/pastor and officers each devote to
church work and the amount of compensation paid to each of them. If the
minister or pastor is otherwise employed, indicate by whom employed, the nature
of the employment, and the hours devoted to that employment.
[NOTE: NONE of this information should concern the Government except in a tax
investigation. This information could be used by the Government, or others, to have the
minister or leader of an unapproved religion discharged from his/her place of
employment.]
17 Will any funds or property of the organization [religion] be used by any
officer, director, employee, minister, or pastor for his or her personal needs or
convenience? ... If “Yes,” describe the nature and circumstance of such use.
[NOTE: Is this question asked of TV Evangelists, other clergy, Monasteries, Nunneries,
missionaries, etc.? The question is proper only in a criminal investigations.]
18 List any officers, directors, or trustees related by blood or marriage.
[NOTE: An improper question except, perhaps, in a criminal investigation.]
19 Give the name of anyone who has assigned income to the organization
[religion] or made substantial contributions of money or property. Specify the
amounts involved.
[NOTE: A question proper only in a criminal or tax investigation. Note that such
Government intimidation of contributers to non-established religions virtually assures
the failure of all new religions. Like all religious establishments, the establishment of

religion in America was designed to be an oppressive force against all new religions.]

INSTRUCTIONS
At the end of the “Schedule A. Churches” part of “Application for Recognition of

Exemption,” there is a section of further “Instructions” that reads:
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Although a church, its integrated auxiliaries, or a convention or association of

churches is not required to file form 1023 to be exempt from Federal income tax

or to receive tax-deductible contributions, such an organization may find it

advantageous to obtain recognition of exemption. In this event, you should submit

information showing that your organization is a church, synagogue, association or

convention of churches, religious order or religious organization that is an integral

part of a church, and that it is carrying out the functions of a church.
[NOTE: Just what are “the functions of a church” to the United States Government?
And how dare they presume to set limits upon such protected religious activity.]

In determining whether an admittedly religious organization is also a church,

the IRS does not accept any and every assertion that such an organization is a

church. Because beliefs and practices vary so widely, there is no single definition

of the word “church” for tax purposes. The IRS considers the facts and

circumstances of each organization applying for church status.
[NOTE: Clearly it is an agent of the IRS who reviews the “facts and circumstances” and
decides if he/she thinks the organization should be recognized as an established religion
-- a practice sternly condemned as unconstitutional in CANTWELL v. CONNECTICUT,
1940, where the Court said: “It will be noted, however, that the Act requires an
application to the secretary of the public welfare council of the State; that he is
empowered to determine whether the case is a religious one, and that the issue of a
certificate depends upon his affirmative action. If he finds that the cause is not that of
religion, to solicit for it becomes a crime. He is not to issue a certificate as a matter of
course. His decision to issue or refuse it involves appraisal of facts, the exercise of
judgement, and the formation of an opinion. He is authorized to withhold his approval
if he determines that the case is not a religious one. Such censorship of religion as the
means of dete;'mining its right to survive is a denial of liberty protected by the First
Amendment ...”

Exchange ‘an unknown IRS (Government) Agent’ for “secretary of the public welfare

council of the State” and the cases are identical, and equally unconstitutional.]
The “Instructions” continue:

The IRS maintains two basic guidelines in determining that an organization
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meets the religious purpose tesi:

1. That the particular religious beliefs of the organization are truly and
sincerely held, and

2. That the practices and rituals associated with the organization’s religious
beliefs or creed are not illegal or contrary to clearly defined public policy.

In order for the IRS to properly evaluate your organization’s activities and

accurately.

The information submitted with this schedule will be a determining factor in
granting the “church” status requested by your organization. In completing the
schedule, consider the following points:

1. The organization’s activities in furtherance of its beliefs must be exclusively
religious, and

2. An organization will not qualify for an exemption if it has a substantial
nonexempt purpose of serving the private interests of its founder or the founder’s

family.

This extensive Government religious interrogation represents an “EXCESSIVE
GOVERNMENT ENTANGLEMENT WITH RELIGION” and is entirely unconstitutional

under the Walz test.

The rule established by WALZ v. TAX COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK,
1970, 397 U.S. 664, was, “where there must be an entanglement of government with religion the
avenue of least entanglement is to be the course taken.” The rule of least entanglement is
certainly the best and only course that government should take concerning religion, but the
Supreme Court, after making the best possible decision concerning Government entanglement
with religion, then assumed that giving special privileges to established religions would produce
less entanglement with religion than a policy of non-intervention in religion would. Historic
facts have proved this assumption to be a grave error. The only two possible decisions in the
WALZ case are:

1. To continue tax-exemption of certain religions, and thereby to continue to over-tax citizens

who do not belong to, or believe in, any of the Government established religions, and thus force
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those citizens, through higher taxes, to support religions, and religious organizations, they
believe, or know, to be false or/and criminal. Or,

2. the Court could have decided that the only proper and Constitutional course was for all
religious institutions to pay their full, honest and rightful taxes on all wealth, property, buildings,
investments, donations, incomes, etc. etc. etc., and to terminate all special benefits given only to
Government approved religions.

What would be the outcome of each of these decisions?

As we know, the decision in the WALZ case was to continue tax-exemptions for “churches”
-- but only for those churches recognized and established as “‘churches” by the U.S. Government.
Because of the WALZ Decision the Government opperates a system of religious inquiry,
investigation and selective establishment of preferred religions by a process that can only be
called a ‘Holy Inquisition.” Using this Supreme Court ruling as an excuse, the most sacred
religious beliefs and practices of religious institutions, and of the American people, are made the
object of crass government inquiry and religious evaluation; a religious evaluation that the
government and the IRS are entirely unequipped to perform. Every religion established by the
government through the IRS -- without a long and expensive legal fight that almost always
decimates and destroys the opposed religion -- has been only those false religions that are
unacceptable to modern enlightened thought, theological investigation and historic knowledge.

“As used by the United States Government, the WALZ case has robbed America of its first and
most fundamental freedom; Religious Liberty. It has allowed Government to limit the number of
parasite religions (true religion would never become a burden upon the society it serves) only by
presuming to dictate what is, and what is not, religion. This Government prior-restraint and
censorship of religious belief and activity outrages and destroys all Religious Liberty.

If the decision in the WALZ case had been that religions (sometimes called “churches’) must
pay their full, honest and proper taxes, (the same as publishing companies do, that have identical
Constitutional protection under First Amendment Freedom of the Press.), all religions would be
treated equally by the Government, and the government would have no excuse to investigate the
sacred religious beliefs and practices of any religion. The government would have only the right
to investigate the financial aspects of a religion in order to collect taxes, and could only look into
such non-religious, financial, things as donations, incomes, deductions, expenses, etc. Such

financial, non-religious, investigation of religious organizations have been ruled Constitutional
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numerous times by Federal Courts in cases involving religious hospitals, chiid care facilities,
retirement homes, etc. The decision in the WALZ case did not, and could not, make Government
religious establishment Constitutional; it did not give the Government the right to inquire into
the sacred religious beliefs; lawful religious activities; mode of “worship;” number of
“worshipers” generally at services -- or even to require that a religion have “services;” nor can
the Government rightfully inquire into any other religious characteristic of American citizens
who might practice their religion in groups or alone and still be equally religious. If an
American citizen says he or she is religious the government can have no right to say otherwise,
and that religious citizen or organization is entitled to every advantage, Constitutional or not,
that the government grants to any other religious citizen or religious organization in America.
The United States Constitution, and every Supreme Court decision that touched upon religion,
emphatically denies the Government the power to establish religions or to demand religious
conformity.

The worst fears of Justice Douglas in his vigorous dissent in the Walz Case have been fully
realized. The United States Government IS in the business of establishing religions -- and it is a
full and complete Establishment in every sense of the word; and in every way it is a religious
establishment forbidden under the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment. This religious
establishment has rendered our most “inailianable” Constitutional rights meaningless, and has
become a grave threat to the economic and political stability of this Nation. With this great
National danger clearly before us, Plaintiff begs the Court to act to reinstate the Religious

Liberty so clearly guarenteed by the First Amendment of the United States Constitution.
Respectfully submitted,

DATE: June 3, 1996 g7 7,

Plaintiff.
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THE DEPUTY CLERK: CIVIL ACTION 96-317, EMMETT
FIELDS VS. U.S. GOVERNMENT.

WOULD COUNSEL PLEASE IDENTIFY YOURSELVES?

MR. WILKINSON: JIM WILKINSON ON BEHALF OF THE
UNITED STATES.

THE COURT: GOOD MORNING, COUNSEL.

MR. FIELDS: EMMETT F. FIELDS.

THE COURT: MR. FIELDS, GOOD MORNING.

MR. FIELDS: GOOD MORNING.

THE COURT: ANY CHANCE OF A SETTLEMENT OF THIS
CASE? IT'S IN AN UNUSUAL POSTURE. YOU RAISED SOME VERY
INTERESTING POINTS.

MR. FIELDS: I DON'T SEE HOW.

THE COURT: I DON'T KNOW IF THE TWO OF YOU HAVE HAD
A CHANCE TO SPEAK OR NOT.

MR. FIELDS: NO. I WAS DEALING WITH MISS EARNEST
BEFORE. I'M DISAPPOINTED THAT SHE'S NOT HERE. I REALLY LIKE
HER.

THE COURT: WELL, I THINK SHE LEFT THE DEPARTMENT
OF JUSTICE, I BELIEVE, THE TAX DIVISION. SHE'S WITH THE
COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS, I THINK, NOW.

IS THAT CORRECT?

MR. WILKINSON: CORRECT.

MR. FIELDS: IT SEEMS TO ME THIS CASE IS BASICALLY

CONSTITUTIONAL, AND I DON'T SEE HOW THERE CAN BE A
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SETTLEMENT. THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT IS, IN FACT,
ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS AND DISCRIMINATING AGAINST THOSE THAT
THEY REFUSE TO ESTABLISH.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, SO THE ANSWER IS NO.

ALL RIGHT, I'LL GIVE YOU A CHANCE. I WANT YOU TO
COME TO THE PODIUM FOR A FEW MINUTES, MR. FIELDS. I
RECOGNIZE THE CASE IS HERE ON CROSS-MOTIONS. I JUST HAVE A
FEW QUESTIONS SO THAT I'M CERTAIN THAT I UNDERSTAND YOUR
POSITIONS CLEARLY.

NOW, TELL ME IF I'M WRONG OR NOT. IT APPEARS THAT
YOU HAVE THREE CLAIMS. THE FIRST CLAIM, AS I UNDERSTAND IT,
IS THAT YOU CONTEND THAT IRS CODE SECTION 501(C)(3) IS
UNCONSTITUTIONAL BECAUSE IT VIOLATES THE 1ST AMENDMENT. THE
SECOND CLAIM THAT YOU MAKE, IF I UNDERSTAND YOUR COMPLAINT
CORRECTLY, IS THAT THE 14-POINT TEST THAT THE IRS USES TO
DETERMINE WHETHER AN ORGANIZATION IS A CHURCH ALSO VIOLATES
THE 1ST AMENDMENT. AND THIRD, YOU ARE, APPARENTLY, APPEALING
THE ADVERSE RULING OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE THAT YOUR
ORGANIZATION, POINT OF WISDOM #1, IS NOT A TAX-EXEMPT
ORGANIZATION. AM I CORRECT?

MR. FIELDS: NOT ENTIRELY ON THE LAST.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THE FIRST TWO CLAIMS THAT I
MADE REFERENCE TO ARE YOUR CLAIMS, THOUGH. IS THAT RIGHT?

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR.

THE COURT: AND THE THIRD ONE, YOU'RE NOT APPEALING
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THE RULING OF THE IRS THAT YOUR ORGANIZATION IS NOT A
TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATION?

MR. FIELDS: NO, SIR. ACTUALLY, THE ESTABLISHMENT
IS WHAT I AM APPEALING. THE WAY IT WORKS IS THAT YOU ARE
INTERVIEWED AS TO YOUR BELIEFS, MODE OF WORSHIP, HOW MANY
PEOPLE ARE IN YOUR CONGREGATION AND ALL THIS.

THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE CONGREGATION MEMBERS
PRESENT TODAY?

MR. FIELDS: SIR?

THE COURT: ARE THERE CONGREGATION MEMBERS PRESENT
TODAY?

MR. FIELDS: THERE ARE A COUPLE FRIENDS THAT ARE
PRESENT .

THE COURT: I WAS JUST INQUIRING.

MR. FIELDS: THE FREE THINKER MOVEMENT IS AT LEAST
300 YEARS OLD, AND WE WERE GROWING AT A PHENOMENAL RATE
BEFORE --

THE COURT: NOW, YOU SAY "WE."

MR. FIELDS: THE FREE THINKER MOVEMENT. I'M REALLY
NOT THAT OLD.

THE COURT: I DIDN'T THINK YOU WERE.

MR. FIELDS: AND WITH THE SUPPRESSION OF REDS
(INDICATING QUOTATION MARKS), WE WERE THROWN INTO THE BATCH,
AND THE GOVERNMENT, IN EFFECT, PUT AN END TO RELIGIOUS

LIBERTY TO THE POINT THAT THE FREE THOUGHT MOVEMENT --
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HUMANISTS, RATIONALISTS, ATHEISTS, AND SO FORTH -- WERE NOT
DESTROYED BUT BEATEN DOWN.

THE COURT: HOW MANY MEMBERS ARE THERE OF YOUR
CHURCH?

MR. FIELDS: "CHURCH" IS NOT WHAT WE ARE. WE ARE A
FREE THOUGHT RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: THERE ARE MANY INDIVIDUALS AND THERE
ARE SEVERAL ORGANIZATIONS. THERE WILL BE A CONVENTION IN ST.
LOUIS ON APRIL 10TH-12TH, EASTER WEEKEND, OF THE ATHEIST
ALLIANCE, AND THERE IS THE FREEDOM FROM RELIGION FOUNDATION
IN MADISON, WISCONSIN. THE FREE INQUIRY AND THE AMERICAN
HUMANISTS ASSOCIATIONS ARE IN BUFFALO, NEW YORK. MADELEINE
MURRAY'S ATHEIST ORGANIZATION IS IN TEXAS. AUSTIN, I THINK
IT IS.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. YOUR ORGANIZATION WAS
DENIED A TAX-EXEMPT STATUS, THOUGH. CORRECT?

MR. FIELDS: I WAS OFFERED A TAX-EXEMPT STATUS.

THE COURT: WHEN YOU SAY "I WAS OFFERED," EMMETT
FIELDS?

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR.

THE COURT: EMMETT FIELDS WAS OFFERED?

MR. FIELDS: I WAS.

THE COURT: BUT YOU DON'T REPRESENT POINT OF WISDOM

IN THIS ACTION.
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MR. FIELDS: NO, THAT'S OUT OF THE QUESTION.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, YOU'RE AN INDIVIDUAL
PLAINTIFF IN THIS CASE.

MR. FIELDS: 1I'M AN INDIVIDUAL PLAINTIFF.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, BUT YOU'RE CHALLENGING THE
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE TAX CODE.

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR. THE SUPREME COURT HAS RULED
SEVERAL TIMES THAT THE ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE IS ABSOLUTE. THE
GOVERNMENT CANNOT ESTABLISH RELIGIONS. THE SECOND PART OF
THE ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE, THE FREE EXERCISE, IT SAYS, BECAUSE
OF THE NATURE OF THINGS, THAT IS NOT ABSOLUTE. THERE ARE
THINGS THAT CANNOT BE TOLERATED IN A RELIGIOUS BELIEF.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, LET ME ASK YOU THIS: IF I
WERE TO DO WHAT? WHAT ACTION ARE YOU ASKING ME TO DO IN
ORDER FOR YOU TO LEAVE THIS COURT AND TO TELL THE MEMBERS OF
YOUR ORGANIZATION THAT YOU HAVE PREVAILED? WHAT DO YOU WANT
THIS COURT TO DO?

MR. FIELDS: TO ISSUE AN ORDER FOR THE GOVERNMENT,
WHO USED THE IRS AS THEIR AGENCY OF ESTABLISHMENT, TO STOP
ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS.

THE COURT: TO STOP -- I'M SORRY. TO STOP
ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS?

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR, AND DISCRIMINATING AGAINST
THOSE THEY REFUSE TO ESTABLISH, OR EVEN INDIVIDUALS.

ACTUALLY, THE INDIVIDUALS --
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THE COURT: BUT YOU DON'T REPRESENT EVERYONE WHO'S
SIMITARLY SITUATED TO YOU. YOU FILED THIS ACTION AS AN
INDIVIDUAL.

MR. FIELDS: RIGHT.

THE COURT: YOU FILED THIS IN YOUR BEHALF.

MR. FIELDS: THERE HAVE BEEN SO MANY PEOPLE REFUSED
THE ESTABLISHMENT THAT THE GOVERNMENT GIVES.

THE COURT: RIGHT, BUT YOU DON'T REPRESENT THAT
CLASS, THOUGH.

MR. FIELDS: THAT MAY NOT BE FOR FREE THINKERS.
THEY MAY BE DEVOUT BELIEVERS IN CHRISTIANITY OR CATHOLICISM,
OR WHATEVER. THEY HAVE THE ESTABLISHMENT THAT THEY WANT
RECOGNIZED --

THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: -- BY THE GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: I THINK I UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITION.
WHAT YOU'RE SAYING IS THAT THERE MAY BE THOSE WHO ARE
SIMILARLY SITUATED TO YOU. YOU DON'T REPRESENT THOSE PEOPLE
IN THIS ACTION, OR THEIR ORGANIZATIONS. YOU REPRESENT
YOURSELF INDIVIDUALLY. AND YOU'RE NOT HERE ON BEHALF OF YOUR
ORGANIZATION, ARE YOU?

MR. FIELDS: NO. I'M HERE TO PROTEST THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION BY THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: GENERALLY SPEAKING AND NOT AS IT'S

APPLIED TO YOU IN ANY WAY?
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MR. FIELDS: IT DOESN'T MATTER WHAT I AM OR WHAT I
BELIEVE, OR ANYTHING ELSE. THE GOVERNMENT IS ESTABLISHING
RELIGIONS. THAT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL.

THE COURT: YOU HAVE TO EXPLAIN THAT, "THE
GOVERNMENT IS ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS." WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY
THAT?

MR. FIELDS: THEY INTERVIEW AND THEY DECIDE WHETHER
YOU ARE ACCEPTED AS AN ESTABLISHED RELIGION.

THE COURT: RIGHT, AND IF.SO, YOU RECEIVE A
TAX-EXEMPT STATUS.

MR. FIELDS: YOU RECEIVE MORE THAN THAT.

THE COURT: WHAT ELSE?

MR. FIELDS: YOU CANNOT BE A CHAPLAIN IN THE SENATE
UNLESS YOU'RE A MEMBER OF AN ESTABLISHED RELIGION. YOU
CANNOT BE A CHAPLAIN IN THE ARMED SERVICES UNLESS YOU ARE A
MEMBER OF AN ESTABLISHED RELIGION. IT USED TO NOT BE THAT
WAY. THERE HAD BEEN FREE THOUGHT CHAPLAINS IN THE CIVIL WAR.

THE COURT: RIGHT, BUT YOU'RE NOT POINTING TO ANY,
IN AN EFFORT TO MAKE YOUR ARGUMENT, YOU'RE NOT POINTING TO
ANY PARTICULAR INJURY THAT YOU HAVE SUSTAINED.

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR. I HAVE LOST MY RELIGIOUS
LIBERTY. THE INDIVIDUAL CANNOT EVEN APPLY FOR RELIGIOQUS
LIBERTY UNDER THE RULES OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

THOMAS JEFFERSON SAID, "IF I COULD NOT GO TO HEAVEN EXCEPT IN

A CROWD, I WOULD NOT GO THERE AT ALL." INDIVIDUALISM IS PART
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OF THE BASIC AMERICAN FABRIC OF OUR GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. SO, ESSENTIALLY, YOUR
ARGUMENT IS THAT "I, EMMETT FIELDS, SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
APPLY FOR" WHAT? TAX-EXEMPT STATUS?

MR. FIELDS: I SHOULD NOT BE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST
BECAUSE I DO NOT BELIEVE IN THE GOVERNMENT-ESTABLISHED
RELIGIONS, ANY OF THEM.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, AND YOU'RE DISCRIMINATED
AGAINST BECAUSE THE GOVERNMENT HAS DONE WHAT TO YOU
INDIVIDUALLY? HAS DENIED YOU WHAT? WHAT HAS THE GOVERNMENT
DONE?

MR. FIELDS: BY MY DOING MY DUTY IN PAYING TAXES TO
SUPPORT THIS COUNTRY, I AM FORCED TO PAY MORE TAXES BECAUSE
RELIGIONS THAT I RECOGNIZE AS BEING FALSE DO NOT PAY TAXES.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. ALL RIGHT, SO THAT'S YOUR
INJURY, THEN?

MR. FIELDS: THE MONEY INJURY RIGHT THERE.

THE COURT: THAT'S YOUR INJURY. YOU'RE COMPLAINING
THAT YOU'RE A TAXPAYER. YOU HAVE TO PAY TAXES ON YOUR INCOME
THAT YOU RECEIVE FROM WHAT? YOUR PARISHIONERS, YOUR
FOLLOWERS?

MR. FIELDS: ANY INCOME. WHEN YOU PAY TAX, YOU PAY
MORE TAX THAN YOU WOULD ORDINARILY HAVE TO. IF EVERYONE WERE
TAXED EQUALLY, YOU WOULD NOT HAVE TO PAY THAT MUCH.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. SO, I'M JUST TRYING TO GET
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AT YOUR ARGUMENT. YOUR INJURY, THEN, IS THAT YOU HAVE TO PAY
INCOME TAXES THAT YOU DON'T BELIEVE THAT YOU SHOULD HAVE TO
PAY BECAUSE THE GOVERNMENT IS TREATING YOU UNFAIRLY BY NOT
ALLOWING YOU TO ESTABLISH YOUR RELIGION.

MR. FIELDS: 1I'M MORE CONCERNED THAT THE GOVERNMENT
IS ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS AND GIVING THESE RELIGIONS NOT ONLY
SPECIAL BENEFITS, BUT THE BENEFIT OF BEING ESTABLISHED. "I
AM GOVERNMENT-APPROVED," THEY CAN SAY, AND THAT GIVES A
BENEFIT THAT OTHERS DO NOT HAVE.

THE COURT: BECAUSE THEY DON'T HAVE TO PAY TAXES.

MR. FIELDS: RELIGION WAS SUPPOSED TO BE EQUAL FOR
EVERYBODY IN THE UNITED STATES.

THE COURT: RIGHT. TELL ME WHAT YOU'VE DONE. DID
YOU APPLY TO BE RECOGNIZED IN A CERTAIN WAY AND THE
GOVERNMENT DENIED YOUR REQUEST TO BE RECOGNIZED IN A CERTAIN
WAY WHICH WOULD HAVE ENABLED YOU TO HAVE THAT TAX-EXEMPT
STATUS?

MR. FIELDS: ACTUALLY, I DECIDED THAT I WOULD WRITE
AN ARTICLE FOR A FREE THOUGHT MAGAZINE ON HOW YOU BECOME A
CHURCH, RECOGNIZING --

THE COURT: AND YOU CERTAINLY HAVE THE RIGHT TO DO
THAT, AND NO ONE HAS SAID YOU DON'T HAVE THE RIGHT TO WRITE
THAT ARTICLE.

MR. FIELDS: RIGHT, AND I FOUND THAT YOU MUST BE AN

ORGANIZATION. AN INDIVIDUAL CANNOT APPLY FOR RELIGIOUS
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LIBERTY IN THE UNITED STATES.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, HAVE YOU APPLIED FOR
RELIGIOUS LIBERTY IN THE UNITED STATES, WITH THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT?

MR. FIELDS: YES. WE FORMED AN ORGANIZATION JUST
FOR THE PURPOSE OF SEEING HOW YOU BECOME A CHURCH.

THE COURT: AND IT WAS POINT OF WIDSOM NUMBER ONE.

MR. FIELDS: RIGHT.

THE COURT: POINT OF WIDSOM NUMBER ONE WAS DENIED
RELIEF. IS THAT RIGHT?

MR. FIELDS: WE WERE DENIED EQUAL ESTABLISHMENT.

THE COURT: BUT IT WASN'T EMMETT FIELDS; IT WAS
POINT OF WIDSOM NUMBER ONE.

MR. FIELDS: YES. OKAY.

THE COURT: YOU'RE IN THIS COURT SEEKING TO
VINDICATE WHAT HAPPENED TO POINT OF WISDOM #1. IS THAT
RIGHT?

MR. FIELDS: NO, SIR. I AM TRYING TO GET THE COURT
TO RECOGNIZE THAT THE GOVERNMENT IS ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS
AND DISCRIMINATES AMONGST THE RELIGIONS.

THE COURT: RIGHT, BUT THE REASON WHY YOU'RE HERE
IS BECAUSE OF WHAT HAPPENED TO YOUR ORGANIZATION.

MR. FIELDS: NO, SIR. IF I COULD HAVE FILED AS AN
INDIVIDUAL, I WOULD NOT HAVE HAD TO FORM AN ORGANIZATION,

POINT OF WIDSOM NUMBER ONE.
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THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, YOU'RE SAYING --

MR. FIELDS: THAT WAS A TECHNICALITY FORCED UPON ME
BY THE GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: YOU'RE SAYING YOU'RE BEING DEPRIVED OF
AN OPPORTUNITY TO FILE AS AN INDIVIDUAL, THEN.

MR. FIELDS: NO.

THE COURT: THEN I'M NOT (PAUSE) -—-

MR. FIELDS: 1I'M SAYING THAT THE GOVERNMENT IS
ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS AND THAT IS AGAINST THE FIRST CLAUSE
OF THE 1ST AMENDMENT: CONGRESS SHALL MAKE NO LAW RESPECTING
AN ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION OR PROHIBITING THE FREE EXERCISE
THEREOF. THE FIRST PART OF THAT CLAUSE, THE ESTABLISHMENT,
IS ABSOLUTE. CONGRESS CANNOT MAKE ANY LAW RESPECTING AN
ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION, AND THE GOVERNMENT IS DOING
EXACTLY THAT. THAT IS A BASIC CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUE. IT
DOESN'T MATTER WHAT I HAVE DONE BEFORE OR WHO I AM. I'M
CHALLENGING THE RIGHT OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT TO
ESTABLISH RELIGIONS.

THE COURT: WELL, IN ORDER TO CHALLENGE THAT IN A
COURT OF LAW, THOUGH, YOU HAVE TO POINT TO SOME PARTICULAR
INJURY THAT YOU HAVE SUSTAINED. THAT'S THE FIRST STEP.

MR. FIELDS: WELL, AS I SAID, WHEN I PAY MY TAXES,
I AM FORCED TO PAY MORE TAXES. THE WALZ CASE ADDRESSED
EXACTLY THAT. HE SUED BECAUSE HIS TAXES WERE HIGHER BECAUSE

THE CHURCHES AND THE CHURCH BUILDING ITSELF DID NOT PAY
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TAXES. IT WENT TO THE SUPREME COURT. THE SUPREME COURT SAID
THAT IT WOULD INVOLVE GOVERNMENT LESS IF CHURCHES WERE EXEMPT
FROM TAXES, AND THAT WAS THE DECISION THEY HAD.

EXPERIENCE HAS PROVED THAT THAT DECISION WAS WRONG;
THAT, IN ORDER TO ESTABLISH WHO IS A CHURCH, THEY HAVE
INVADED THE VERY PRIVATE, SACRED PARTS OF THE HUMAN
INDIVIDUAL, THE AMERICAN INDIVIDUAL. THEY HAVE ASKED, WHAT
IS YOUR MODE OF WORSHIP? HOW MANY PEOPLE ARE IN YOUR
CONGREGATION? WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE? THEY CANNOT ASK THESE
THINGS.

ON THE OTHER HAND, THERE HAVE BEEN CASES WHERE THE
GOVERNMENT HAS ASKED FOR FINANCIAL INFORMATION FROM DAYCARE
CENTERS, AND SO FORTH, THAT THEY OPERATED, AND THE COURT HAS
DECIDED THAT, YES, THE GOVERNMENT CAN INVESTIGATE THE MONEY
PART OF THESE ORGANIZATIONS, THE MONEY PART OF A CHURCH,
THEIR INCOME FROM RELIGIOUS BUSINESSES.

SO WHAT IT AMOUNTS TO IS, THEY MADE THE WRONG
DECISION IN THE WALZ CASE. HAD THEY DECIDED THAT EVERYONE
SHOULD PAY THEIR RIGHTFUL TAX, THEN THE GOVERNMENT WOULD ONLY
BE ALLOWED TO INVESTIGATE THE FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF RELIGION,
NOT WHAT YOU BELIEVE AND YOUR MODE OF WORSHIP. AGAIN AND
AGAIN, THEY'VE ASKED ME, WHAT'S YOUR MODE OF WORSHIP? I
DON'T HAVE ONE. I THINK TO WORSHIP ANYTHING OR THE IDEA IS
DEADENING TO THE HUMAN MIND. IT PREVENTS ANY PROGRESS.

THE COURT: SO YOU WANT TO BE TREATED THE SAME WAY
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THAT THE GOVERNMENT TREATS CHURCHES, WITHOUT HAVING TO
RESPOND TO THOSE QUESTIONS.

MR. FIELDS: IN RELIGION, EVERYONE SHOULD BE
TREATED EXACTLY THE SAME. YOUR BASIC RIGHTS ARE NOT
INCREASED BY NUMBER. AN ORGANIZATION IS NO MORE THAN THE
BASIC RIGHTS OF EVERY INDIVIDUAL IN IT. THEY DO NOT
ACCUMULATE AND MAKE IT A HUNDRED TIMES STRONGER IF YOU HAVE A
HUNDRED MEMBERS. YOU UNDERSTAND?

THE COURT: SURE. NO, I UNDERSTAND EXACTLY WHAT
YOU'RE SAYING. SURE, SURE.

MR. FIELDS: I'VE GIVEN THIS QUITE A BIT OF
THOUGHT .

THE COURT: NO, I UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITION QUITE
CLEARLY, AND ESSENTIALLY YOU'RE SAYING YOU WANT TO BE TREATED
THE SAME AS THE CHURCH. YOU'RE ENTITLED TO EXPRESS YOUR
BELIEFS ANY WAY YOU WANT TO EXPRESS YOUR BELIEFS, AND THE
GOVERNMENT CAN'T STEP IN AND MAKE YOU RESPOND TO CERTAIN
QUESTIONS.

MR. FIELDS: NOR CAN THEY ESTABLISH OTHER
(PAUSE) --

THE COURT: RELIGIONS.

MR. FIELDS: =-- BELIEFS THAT I DON'T BELIEVE IN AND
GIVE THEM SPECIAL PRIVILEGES.

THE COURT: WELL, IF THAT WERE THE CASE, LET'S TAKE

IT ONE STEP FURTHER. IF EVERYONE IN AMERICA THOUGHT THE SAME
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WAY YOU DID, THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS FOR ANY IMPOSITION OF
ANY TAXES WHATSOEVER, WOULD THERE?

MR. FIELDS: IF YOU WANT TO ESTABLISH EVERYBODY HAS
A RELIGION =--

THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: -- THEN, YES, THERE WOULD BE NO
POSSIBILITY.

THE COURT: WHAT WOULD HAPPEN TO THIS COUNTRY,
THOUGH?

MR. FIELDS: YOU WOULD HAVE TWO POSSIBILITIES
HERE. YOU CAN SAY THAT EVERYONE SHALL BE EQUALLY TREATED AND
BE REGARDED AS A RELIGION AND HAVE THEM PAY NO TAXES.

THE COURT: RIGHT, BUT WHAT WOULD HAPPEN TO THIS
GREAT COUNTRY, THOUGH? I MEAN, IF IT'S GREAT.

MR. FIELDS: THE OTHER DECISION IS ==

THE COURT: DO YOU AGREE THIS IS A GREAT COUNTRY OR
NOT?

MR. FIELDS: OH, ABSOLUTELY. I'M HERE BECAUSE OF
THE CONSTITUTION.

THE COURT: NO, I UNDERSTAND.

MR. FIELDS: 1I'M HERE BECAUSE I AM A PATRIOTIC
AMERICAN.

THE COURT: AND I HAVE TO ENFORCE THE CONSTITUTION
FOR YOU AND EVERYBODY ELSE IN THIS COURTROOM. BUT WHAT WOULD

HAPPEN TO THIS COUNTRY IF THERE WERE NO TAX BASE?
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MR. FIELDS: LET ME FINISH THE OTHER HALF.

THE COURT: SURE.

MR. FIELDS: IF EVERYONE WERE REQUIRED TO PAY THEIR
HONEST, RIGHTFUL TAX --

THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: -- THEN THIS GREAT COUNTRY WOULD BE
PERPETUATED. THE TAX-EXEMPT ASPECT OF THIS COUNTRY --

THE COURT: SO, ELIMINATING THE TAX-EXEMPT STATUS
OF CHURCHES?

MR. FIELDS: THE CHURCH IS ONE PART OF IT, BUT THE
TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTY IN THIS COUNTRY IS ASTRONOMICAL. IF
EVERYONE PAID THEIR HONEST TAXES, WE WOULD NOT HAVE A
NATIONAL DEBT. THIS IS A MEANS OF SAVING THIS COUNTRY, IT
SEEMS TO ME, FROM ECONOMIC CHAOS. OUR CHILDREN ARE GOING TO
HAVE MORE TAX EXEMPTIONS AND HIGHER TAXES BECAUSE OF THAT.
OUR GOVERNMENT SUFFERS, OUR NATION SUFFERS BECAUSE WE CANNOT
AFFORD BETTER POLICE. WE CAN AFFORD BETTER HIGHWAYS. THE
MORE TAX WE GET, THE MORE BENEFITS WE CAN HAVE. PEOPLE WHO
ENJOY THESE BENEFITS SHOULD PAY TAXES. EVERY ONE OF THEM
SHOULD PAY THEIR RIGHTFUL SHARE OF THE TAXES. IF THEY ENJOY
THE ROADS, THE POLICE PROTECTION, THE FIRE PROTECTION, THEY
SHOULD PAY FOR IT. AND IF EVERYONE PAID THEIR RIGHTFUL TAX,
NO ONE WOULD BE OVERTAXED TO THE POINT OF DISTRESS.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: SO THAT'S THE TWO ALTERNATIVES.
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THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: YOU CAN'T TAX ANYBODY OR YOU TAX
EVERYBODY.

THE COURT: TAX EVERYONE FAIRLY.

MR. FIELDS: EVERYONE FAIRLY, YES, SIR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU, MR. FIELDS. I
THINK I UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITION.

I WOULD LIKE TO HEAR FROM THE GOVERNMENT'S
ATTORNEY. YOU ARE THE PLAINTIFF IN THIS CASE, AND I'LL GIVE
YOU A FEW MINUTES AT THE END TO MAKE WHATEVER POINTS YOU LIKE
TO MAKE.

MR. FIELDS: THANK YOU, SIR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, THANK YOU.

COUNSEL.

MR. WILKINSON: JUDGE, IN LOOKING AT WHAT THE
COMPLAINT SPEAKS TO, IT APPEARS TO BE DIRECTED TOWARDS THE
IRS. AND IF I UNDERSTAND HIS ARGUMENT, WHAT HE'S SAYING IS,
THE IRS IS ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS THROUGH ITS 501(C)(3)
PROCESS.

THE COURT: THAT'S CORRECT, BECAUSE THE IRS CHOOSES
TO RECOGNIZE SOME ORGANIZATIONS AS RELIGIONS AND NOT OTHERS,
AND CERTAINLY NOT INDIVIDUALS.

MR. WILKINSON: RIGHT. AND SO WHEN THEY RECOGNIZE
ONE, THEY ESTABLISH IT. WHEN THEY DON'T RECOGNIZE ONE, THEY

DENY IT.
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THE COURT: THAT'S RIGHT. AND BY BEING
ESTABLISHED, THEN THOSE ORGANIZATIONS HAVE A CERTAIN
TAX-EXEMPT STATUS. THEY ACQUIRE PROPERTY THAT'S TAX EXEMPT,
AND THOSE WHO AREN'T ESTABLISHED PAY AN UNFAIR AMOUNT OF
TAXES.

MR. FIELDS: EVERYONE DOES.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, I THINK THAT'S HIS ARGUMENT.

MR. WILKINSON: AND IN RESPONSE TO THAT, I JUST
LOOK BACK TO THE GOVERNMENT'S MOTION TO DISMISS THAT SAYS
THERE'S NO JURISDICTION TO CONSIDER AN ACTION OF THAT TYPE.
THIS COURT HAS RULED ON SIMILAR ARGUMENTS IN THE PAST AND
FOUND THAT THE GOVERNMENT'S ACTIONS, THE IRS, THOSE INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE PROVISIONS ARE PERMISSIBLE UNDER THE
CONSTITUTION, AND THEREFORE THIS COURT LACKS JURISDICTION TO
CONSIDER THE COMPLAINT.

THE COURT: LET ME ASK YOU THIS: IS IT THE
GOVERNMENT'S POSITION THAT MR. FIELDS DOES HAVE A LEGAL
REMEDY? I THOUGHT THE GOVERNMENT ARTICULATED IN ITS
PLEADINGS -- LET ME FIND THE SECTION. THE GOVERNMENT'S
MOTION TO DISMISS, AT PAGE 11, "PLAINTIFF," AND I'M QUOTING,
"PLAINTIFF HAS A LEGAL REMEDY TO LITIGATE HIS CLAIM." WHAT
IS HIS REMEDY?

MR. WILKINSON: WELL, THAT STATEMENT WAS MADE IN
THE CONTEXT OF THE, IN RESPONSE TO THE COMPLAINT WHERE HE

COMPLAINS THAT HIS APPLICATION WAS DENIED -~
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THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. WILKINSON: -- FOR TAX~EXEMPT STATUS, AND WHAT
THE GOVERNMENT WAS SAYING WAS, IF POINT OF WISDOM #1 BRINGS A
COMPLAINT TO THIS COURT ASSERTING THAT THE DENIAL OF ITS
APPLICATION FOR TAX-EXEMPT STATUS WAS UNREASONABLE, THAT IS A
LEGAL. REMEDY.

THE COURT: RIGHT, AND THAT'S NOT WHAT'S BEFORE THE
COURT RIGHT NOW, BECAUSE IT'S MR. FIELDS INDIVIDUALLY, NOT ON
BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM #1.

MR. WILKINSON: THAT'S CORRECT.

MR. FIELDS: AND IT'S NOT AGAINST THE IRS; IT'S
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: RIGHT, AND POINT OF WISDOM #1 DOES NOT
HAVE A CLAIM BEFORE THE COURT.

MR. FIELDS: NO.

THE COURT: ARE YOU SEEKING TO VINDICATE -- WELIL,
ARE YOU SEEKING TO -- HAVE YOU CONSIDERED CHALLENGING THE
GOVERNMENT'S ACTIONS INSOFAR AS DENYING TAX-EXEMPT STATUS TO
POINT OF WIDSOM NUMBER ONE?

MR. FIELDS: NO, SIR. THAT HAS NOTHING TO DO WITH
THIS CASE WHATSOEVER.

THE COURT: I SEE. ALL RIGHT, BUT IS IT A FAIR
STATEMENT TO MAKE THAT EMMETT FIELDS INDIVIDUALLY HAS NEVER
APPLIED FOR TAX-EXEMPT STATUS HIMSELF?

MR. FIELDS: EMMETT FIELDS AS AN INDIVIDUAL OR ANY
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INDIVIDUAL AMERICAN CANNOT APPLY FOR A RELIGIOUS --

THE COURT: AND THAT'S WHY YOU'RE HERE, BECAUSE YOU
CAN'T DO THAT. THAT'S ESSENTIALLY ANOTHER PART OF YOUR
ARGUMENT.

MR. FIELDS: THAT'S RIGHT. THOMAS JEFFERSON COULD
NOT EVEN APPLY, BECAUSE HE SAYS HE WAS AN INDIVIDUAL AND
WOULDN'T GO TO HEAVEN IF HE HAD TO GO IN A CROWD. HIS OWN
MIND WAS HIS OWN CHURCH.

THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: AND, ACTUALLY, THE IRS IS AN AGENCY OF
THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

THE COURT: WELL, THAT'S AN ACCURATE STATEMENT.

MR. FIELDS: AND IF A COURT HAD SAID, "NO, THE IRS
CAN NO LONGER DO WHAT IT'S DOING; IT CAN NO LONGER ESTABLISH
RELIGIONS," THE GOVERNMENT COULD SAY, "WELL, NOW, LET'S SEE.
WE CAN USE THE STATE DEPARTMENT, OR THE CIA, OR ONE OF THESE
AS MY AGENCY TO ESTABLISH AND POLICE RELIGION, THE RELIGIOUS
ESTABLISHMENT AND PRACTICES THAT WE WANT ESTABLISHED."

THE COURT: WHAT ARE YOU ASKING ME TO DO? TO
ENJOIN THE GOVERNMENT FROM CONTINUING TO DO WHAT IT DOES?

MR. FIELDS: TO STOP THE GOVERNMENT FROM
ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS.

THE COURT: TO ISSUE AN INJUNCTION AGAINST THE
GOVERNMENT?

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR.




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

22

THE COURT: I DON'T THINK I HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO
ISSUE AN INJUNCTION AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT.

MR. FIELDS: WELL, THE CASE IS OF SUCH BROAD
RAMIFICATIONS, IT WOULD HAVE TO GO TO THE SUPREME COURT. CAN
THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT ESTABLISH RELIGIONS? THAT IS
THE QUESTION OF LAW. THE QUESTION OF FACT IS: IS THE UNITED
STATES GOVERNMENT ESTABLISHING RELIGIONS? I THINK I HAVE
PROVED THAT THEY HAVE. THEY ARE.

THE COURT: BECAUSE, WHEN IT RECOGNIZES A RELIGIOUS
ORGANIZATION, IT GRANTS THAT ORGANIZATION CERTAIN BENEFITS
THAT IT DENIES YOU AND EVERYONE ELSE.

MR. FIELDS: THEY RECOGNIZE A RELIGIOUS
ORGANIZATION BY THE ACT OF SOME GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE WHO READS
A FORM THAT YOU FILL OUT AND THEY DECIDE WHETHER THEY LIKE
YOUR RELIGION OR NOT. IF THEY DON'T LIKE IT, THEN YOU ARE
NOT ESTABLISHED. THE SUPREME COURT HAS SAID IN CANTWELL VS.
CONNECTICUT THAT A GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL CANNOT, ON HIS OWN,
DECIDE WHETHER HE LIKES A RELIGION OR NOT AND PREVENT THAT
RELIGION FROM FREE EXERCISE.

THE COURT: ON A DIFFERENT MATTER, THE THEORY
YOU'RE ARTICULATING IS PURELY PHILOSOPHICAL AT THIS POINT
BECAUSE YOU, EMMETT FIELDS, INDIVIDUALLY NEVER SOUGHT TO GET
THE SAME PROTECTIONS THAT THE GOVERNMENT GIVES OR BENEFITS
THE GOVERNMENT AFFORDS RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS.

MR. FIELDS: I COULD NOT. I WAS DENIED THE
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OPPORTUNITY.

THE COURT: ALIL RIGHT, YOU DID TRY TO DO THAT.

MR. FIELDS: I WAS DENIED THE MOST BASIC
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT.

THE COURT: DID YOU TRY TO DO THAT INDIVIDUALLY OR
ON BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM #1?

MR. FIELDS: I STARTED OUT TRYING TO FIND A WAY TO
BE RECOGNIZED FOR MY RELIGIOUS BELIEFS BY THE UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT THROUGH THE IRS.

THE COURT: RIGHT, AND ON BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM
$1, THOUGH.

MR. FIELDS: NO.

THE COURT: INDIVIDUALLY?

MR. FIELDS: NO. THEY SAID YOU'VE GOT TO BE AN
ORGANIZATION. INDIVIDUALS DON'T HAVE ANY RIGHTS WHATSOEVER.

THE COURT: IS THAT CORRECT? DID HE ACTUALLY FILE
INDIVIDUALLY?

MR. FIELDS: NOT THOSE WORDS, BUT --

MR. WILKINSON: THE ONLY THING I KNOW FROM THE
COMPLAINT IS THAT HE CLAIMS HE FILED A FORM 1023, WHICH IS AN
APPLICATION TO BE RECOGNIZED AS A TAX-EXEMPT STATUS, BUT TO
MY KNOWLEDGE THAT WAS FILED ON BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM #1.

THE COURT: WELL, THAT WAS MY UNDERSTANDING.

MR. FIELDS: YES. YOU HAVE TO BE AN ORGANIZATION

TO FILE, SO I =--
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THE COURT: BUT TO CHALLENGE THAT, THOUGH, IT WOULD
SEEM TO ME, IN ORDER FOR YOU TO BE ABLE TO SAY THAT THERE'S
AN ACTUAL CONTROVERSY BEFORE THIS COURT, IT WOULD SEEM TO ME
THAT YOU WOULD HAVE TO APPLY -- I'M NOT SAYING THAT YOU WOULD
PREVAIL -- BUT YOU WOULD HAVE TO APPLY AT LEAST INDIVIDUALLY
AND SAY, "I WANT THE SAME BENEFITS AND PROTECTIONS THAT
ORGANIZATIONS HAVE." AND THEN IF YOU'RE DENIED INDIVIDUALLY
AND NOT ON BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM #1, THEN IT MAY WELL BE
THAT YOU CAN FILE A LAWSUIT IN COURT. NOT THAT YOU WOULD
PREVAIL, BUT YOU CERTAINLY HAVE THE RIGHT TO AT LEAST BRING
TO THE ATTENTION OF A COURT YOUR CONTENTION THAT YOU HAVE A
CONTROVERSY OF CONSTITUTIONAL MAGNITUDE.

DO YOU FOLLOW ME? YOU'VE NOT DONE THAT. YOU FILED
ON BEHALF OF POINT OF WISDOM #1, AND ALL YOU'RE TELLING ME IS
THAT =--

MR. FIELDS: I HAD NO CHOICE BUT TO FILE AS AN
ORGANIZATION.

THE COURT: WELL, SEE, THIS COURT --

MR. FIELDS: YOU REMEMBER I STARTED OUT --

THE COURT: WELL, THIS COURT CANNOT GRANT ADVISORY
OPINIONS. YOU'RE TELLING ME HYPOTHETICALLY, "I CAN'T DO THIS
BECAUSE THE GOVERNMENT WON'T LET ME." BUT I THINK IN ORDER
TO BE ABLE TO SAY THERE IS AN ACTUAL CONTROVERSY --

MR. FIELDS: I STARTED OUT TO FIND --

THE COURT: LET ME JUST FINISH.
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I THINK YOU HAVE TO APPLY, BE DENIED, AND THEN FILE
A LAWSUIT CLAIMING WHATEVER YOUR CONSTITUTIONAL ARGUMENT IS.
"I WAS NOT TREATED AS AN ORGANIZATION. THIS IS A
CONTROVERSY, AND I'M ENTITLED TO THE FOLLOWING RELIEF."
YOU'RE NOT AT THAT POSTURE RIGHT NOW, BECAUSE WHAT YOQOU'VE
DONE UP TO THIS POINT IS TO TAKE ACTION ON BEHALF OF THE
ORGANIZATION.

MR. FIELDS: I HAVE BROUGHT A CONSTITUTIONAL CASE.
I ACTUALLY ASKED FOR A THREE-JUDGE COURT, BECAUSE
OCCASIONALLY A THREE-JUDGE DECISION IS APPEALED DIRECTLY TO
THE -~

THE COURT: SUPREME COURT.

MR. FIELDS: -- SUPREME COURT.

THE COURT: SURE.

MR. FIELDS: AND SO I ASKED FOR THAT AND DID NOT
RECEIVE IT, AND SO HERE I AM.

AS I PURSUED MY INTENT TO WRITE THIS LITTLE
ARTICLE, IT GREW AS A SNOWBALL GOING DOWN A HILL, AND I FOUND
THE MORE I GOT INTO IT, THE MORE ABSOLUTE THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF RELIGION I FOUND, THAT THERE WERE RULES ABOUT WHAT YOU
HAVE TO BE IN ORDER TO BE ESTABLISHED, AND THEY DREW A
PICTURE OF A BIG CHRISTIAN ESTABLISHED CHURCH. THE 14
POINTS, I'M SURE YOU READ. COULD JESUS HAVE GOTTEN A

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY? HE DID NOT HAVE ALL THAT. MOHAMMED.

NONE OF THE FOUNDING FATHERS COULD QUALIFY FOR THE
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GOVERNMENT'S RELIGIOUS ESTABLISHMENT.

ANY NATION THAT HAS AN ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION
HAS TO HAVE AN ORGANIZATION TO POLICE THAT ESTABLISHMENT.
THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT USES THE IRS. IF THE IRS WERE
PREVENTED, THROUGH THE COURTS, FROM DOING IT, THEY WOULD JUST
CHANGE IT TO ANOTHER ONE.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: BUT THE GOVERNMENT IS ESTABLISHING
RELIGIONS, AND THAT IS THE CONSTITUTIONAL POINT I AM
QUESTIONING.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

ANYTHING FURTHER, COUNSEL?

MR. WILKINSON: ALL I'D SAY IS THE BASIC UNIT
MINISTRY CASE CITED IN THE GOVERNMENT'S BRIEF IN RESPONSE TO
THAT ARGUMENT, AND IN THAT CASE THIS COURT AND THE COURT OF
APPEALS HELD THAT WHAT THE IRS DOES IS PERMISSIBLE.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

I'M GOING TO TAKE A SHORT RECESS, MR. FIELDS. I
WANT TO SPEAK WITH MY LAW CLERKS FOR A FEW MINUTES, AND THEN
I'LL GIVE YOU A CHANCE FOR ANY CLOSING COMMENTS THAT YOU
WOULD LIKE TO MAKE. ALL RIGHT?

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, I'LL TAKE A VERY SHORT
RECESS.

(RECESS)
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THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, MR. FIELDS, I UNDERSTAND
THAT YOUR COLLEAGUES WANTED TO JOIN YOU. THEY CAN JOIN YOU
AT THE COUNSEL TABLE, IF THEY WANT TO.

YOU CAN JOIN HIM. YOU CAN SIT UP HERE.

MR. SPRINGSTON: WE CAN'T HEAR VERY WELL, ALSO,
YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. JUST WATCH YOUR STEP.

MR. FIELDS: SIT OVER THERE.

THE COURT: DO YOU WANT TO MAKE A FEW CLOSING
COMMENTS? I UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITION. DO YOU WANT TO COME
FORWARD AND MAKE A FEW CLOSING COMMENTS? OR MAYBE YOUR
COLLEAGUE HAS SOMETHING HE WOULD LIKE TO ADD.

MR. FIELDS: WELL, IT'S MY BELIEF THAT ANY NATION
THAT HAS AN ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION HAS TO HAVE AN
ORGANIZATION TO ESTABLISH IT. THAT IS WHAT THE IRS IS
DOING.

THERE IS MENTION OF A LINE. THE ACLU SAID, "OH,
WELL, THE GOVERNMENT HAS TO DRAW A LINE SOMEWHERE." THE IRS
SAYS THE GOVERNMENT HAS TO DRAW A LINE SOMEWHERE. THE LINE
BETWEEN THE LAST RELIGION ESTABLISHED AND THE FIRST RELIGION
DENIED. THE VERY EXISTENCE OF THE LINE, THE NEED FOR THAT
LINE, PROVES THAT THERE IS AN ESTABLISHMENT, AND AT SOME
POINT THEY HAVE TO STOP ESTABLISHING AND DENY THE REST.

THAT LINE INDICATES THE DEGREE OF RELIGIOUS

OPPRESSION IN ANY NATION AT ANY GIVEN TIME, AND THAT LINE
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MOVES AS THE ESTABLISHED RELIGIONS BECOME MORE POWERFUL. AND
THEY MOVE THE LINE CLOSER TO CUT OUT THE SMALLER RELIGIONS,
THE NEWER RELIGIONS, AND THAT'S WHAT'S HAPPENING IN THIS
COUNTRY, AND IT BOTHERS ME A GREAT DEAL. WE ARE ON THE VERGE
OF A THEOCRACY, AND IT WOULD TAKE A SUPREME COURT DECISION
THAT THE GOVERNMENT CANNOT ESTABLISH RELIGIONS, AND THEY MUST
ENFORCE THE 1ST AMENDMENT, THE ESTABLISHMENT CLAUSE, AND THAT
IS WHAT I'M ASKING.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. ALL RIGHT, THANK YOU.

DOES YOUR COLLEAGUE WISH TO ADD ANYTHING?

MR. FIELDS: DO YOU WANT TO ADD ANYTHING?

MR. SPRINGSTON: I WOULD SAY JUST THIS.

THE COURT: SURE. LET ME GET YOUR NAME FOR THE
RECORD.

MR. SPRINGSTON: STERLING SPRINGSTON.

THE COURT: 1IF YOU'LL STAND BEHIND THE MICROPHONE,
IT WILL PICK UP YOUR VOICE.

MR. SPRINGSTON: I WOULD SAY BY THE FACT THAT THE
GOVERNMENT DEFINES A RELIGION OR GROUP OF PEOPLE WHO SAY
THEY'RE A RELIGION, THAT THEY ARE ESTABLISHING IT IF THEY
REJECT OTHERS, AND THAT'S EVIL. IT'S WRONG. IT'S
UNCONSTITUTIONAL.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, THANK YOU.

MR. HENLEY: CAN I SAY ONE THING?

THE COURT: SURE. COME FORWARD.
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LET ME GET YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD, SIR.

MR. HENLEY: DAVID HENLEY. I RESIDE IN ALEXANDRIA,
VIRGINIA.

FIRST OF ALL, IT HASN'T BEEN A PART OF THE RECORD
HERE, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO SAY A WORD OR TWO ABOUT THE
PLAINTIFF, BECAUSE IT HASN'T BEEN TALKED ABOUT.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. HENLEY: HE IS AN EX-MARINE. HE FOUGHT IN THE
KOREAN WAR. HE IS A RETIRED MACHINIST FROM GENERAL ELECTRIC,
A LIFELONG TAXPAYER, AND I THINK THAT SOMETIMES IN THESE
THINGS PEOPLE DON'T RECOGNIZE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE
PLAINTIFF. SOMETIMES, THEY MIGHT WANT TO PUT HIM IN A RATHER
FRIVOLOUS AREA BECAUSE OF THE NATURE OF THIS. 1I'M NOT SAYING
HERE, BUT I'M SAYING GENERALLY SPEAKING.

AND THE OTHER THING, AND I DON'T WANT TO DISPUTE
EMMETT, AND THIS IS NOT A PART OF THE ARGUMENT, THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ARGUMENT, BUT THE VERY FACT THAT HE DOES GO
BEFORE THE IRS AND THEIR 14 POINTS AND THEN EXPLAINS TO THEM
THAT THERE IS A RELIGION, AS HE, EMMETT, MR. FIELDS,
SOMETIMES WOULD DESCRIBE AS PERHAPS A HIGHER RELIGION, THAT
HAS A DEFINITIVE, 300-YEAR TRADITION, AND IN FACT GOES BACK
AS FAR AS PHILOSOPHY AND THOUGHT AND ENLIGHTENMENT AND THE
PROCESS GOES. 1IT'S AS OLD AND ANCIENT AS ANY RELIGIOUS
MOVEMENT.

AND TO SAY, "WELL, WHERE'S YOUR CHURCH AND



Bank of Wisdom
Mr. Henley is not correct that I fought in the Korean War, I was called back as soon as the war started, but was never sent to Korea.  And I was a Tool and Die Maker, that is not exactly the same as a Machinist.
  EFF
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CONGREGATION?" OUR FOUNDER, JEFFERSON, EXPLAINED THAT ONE
VERY ADEQUATELY. DON'T YOU KNOW WHAT JEFFERSON SAID ABOUT
THAT, OR OTHER FATHERS, SUCH AS THOMAS PAINE, OR ANY NUMBER
OF THE OTHER FOUNDERS? WE SHOULD APPRECIATE THAT AND BE
AWARE OF IT, BUT TO GET THIS ARBITRARY REJECTION THAT, NO,
THIS CANNOT BE A RELIGION BECAUSE IT'S SIMPLY NOT TRADITIONAL
OR IT DOESN'T MEET WITH MY PRECEPTS, SOMEHOW I KNOW THAT'S
NOT PART OF HIS CONSTITUTIONAL ARGUMENT. HE DOESN'T WANT THE
GOVERNMENT TO BE IN A POSITION OF ESTABLISHING ANY RELIGION
HIGHER OR LOWER, OR ANY OTHER WAY.

THE COURT: RIGHT.

MR. HENLEY: BUT, ON THE OTHER HAND, I THINK IT
SHOULD BE RECOGNIZED THAT THE PEOPLE THAT HE SORT OF SPEAKS
FOR, AND THEY ARE ANTAGONISTIC TO CERTAIN TYPES OF RELIGIONS,
THAT THEY EITHER BE FALSE OR DESTRUCTIVE, AND PERHAPS THERE
ARE CERTAIN RELIGIOUS MOVEMENTS AND PRECEPTS THAT THEY DO NOT
PUT IN THAT CATEGORY. BUT THEY'RE NOT ASKING FOR PRIVILEGES
FOR THEIR RELIGION OR FOR THE GOVERNMENT TO DO SOMETHING THAT
THEY ARE IN THE VERY 1ST AMENDMENT, SAYING THAT THIS
GOVERNMENT, SIMPLY IN OUR FORM OF GOVERNMENT, IS NOT
AUTHORIZED TO DO. ON THE OTHER HAND, I'M SAYING THIS FROM MY
POINT OF VIEW. IF YOU'RE GOING TO DO IT, THEN I THINK THIS
PRIVILEGE SHOULD BE, THE BENEFITS SHOULD BE AFFORDED EQUALLY

FOR EVERYONE.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THANK YOU, SIR. I
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UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITION.

I'LL TAKE THE CASE UNDER ADVISEMENT. I'LL ISSUE A
RULING VERY SOON. IT MAY WELL BE THAT ULTIMATELY, WHEN I
CONSIDER THE MERITS, I MAY NOT AGREE WITH YOU, BUT YOU SHOULD
TAKE COMFORT AT LEAST IN THE FACT THAT YOU HAVE THE RIGHT TO
COME INTO A UNITED STATES COURT AND MAKE THOSE ARGUMENTS,
WHICH IS A LIBERTY THAT DOES NOT EXIST IN CERTAIN COUNTRIES.

MR. FIELDS: WELL, SIR, IF RELIGIOUS LIBERTY IS NOT
RESTORED, IT WOULD ALL HAVE BEEN IN VAIN.

THE COURT: WELL, YOU'VE MADE YOUR ARGUMENT, AND I
UNDERSTAND YOUR POSITIONS. IT'S BEEN A PLEASURE TO HAVE EACH
AND EVERY ONE OF YOU HERE. I'LL TAKE THE CASE UNDER

ADVISEMENT AND ISSUE A RULING VERY SHORTLY, AND GOOD LUCK TO

YOU.

MR. FIELDS: I HAVE FAITH IN YOU, BROTHER.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. FIELDS: THANK YOU, SIR.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, TAKE CARE. HAVE A SAFE TRIP
BACK HOME.

MR. FIELDS: YES, SIR. THANK YOU.

THE COURT: THANK YOU, COUNSEL.

MR. WILKINSON: THANK YOU.

THE COURT: HAVE YOU ENTERED YOUR APPEARANCE IN
THIS CASE? DID YOU FILE A PRAECIPE?

MR. WILKINSON: I DID NOT.
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THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, YOU PROBABLY SHOULD FILE A
PRAECIPE SO WE CAN MAKE SURE WE ISSUE A COPY OF THE ORDER TO
YOU.

MR. WILKINSON: YES, SIR.

THE COURT: THANK YOU.

(PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 11:40 A.M.)

(END OF TRANSCRIPT)

I, FRANK J. RANGUS, OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT IS A TRUE AND

ACCURATE TRANSCRIPTION OF MY STENOGRAPHIC NOTES.

FRANK J. GUS, OCR




Clerk’s Office
United States District Court
For the District of Columbia
U.S. Courthouse
333 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

Emmett F. Fields
514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217-1818
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

EMMETT F. FIELDS,
Plaintiff,

V. Civ. No. 96-317 (EGS)

FILED

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

P e T W W Y

Defendant. MAR 26 wgg
NANCY MAYER-WHITTINGTON, CLERK
U.S DISTRICT COURT
ORDER

Upon consideration of the defendant's motion to dismiss, the
plaintiff's motion for summary judgment, the responses and
replies thereto, the arguments of the parties at the motions
hearing on March 6, 1998, and the entire record herein, the
defendant's motion to dismiss is GRANTED and the plaintiff's
motion for summary judgment is DENIED.

During oral argument the Court inquired into precisely what
plaintiff's claims are since plaintiff's complaint is not
altogether clear. Plaintiff clarified that he has three claims
before this Court. First, plaintiff claims that § 501(c) (3) of
the I.R.S. Code which establishes the criteria for an
organization to receive tax exempt status is unconstitutional.
Second, plaintiff claims that the fourteen-point test established
by the IRS to determine whether an organization is a “church” for

tax purposes is also unconstitutional.' Boiled down to its

'These fourteen criteria are:
a distinct legal existence;
a recognized creed and form of worship;
a definite and distinct ecclesiastical government;
a formal code of doctrine and discipline;

s W NP



essence, plaintiff's final claim is that it is unconstitutional
that only organizations, and not individuals, can apply for tax
exempt status with the IRS.°?

The Court finds that plaintiff does not have standing to
bring these claims. As this Circuit has recently pronounced

[tlhe well-established "irreducible constitutional minimum"
of standing requires three elements: First, the plaintiff
must have suffered an injury in fact--an invasion of a
legally protected interest which is (a) concrete and
particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not conjectural
or hypothetical. Second, there must be a causal connection
between the injury and the conduct complained of--the injury
has to be fairly traceable to the challenged action of the
defendant.... Third, it must be likely, as opposed to merely
speculative, that the injury will be redressed by a
favorable decision.

MD Pharmaceutical, Inc. v. Drug Enforcement Admin., 133 F.3d 8,
11 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (citing Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504

U.S. 555, 560-61 (1992). Moreover, “[i]t is well-recognized that

(5) a distinct religious history;

{(6) a membership not associated with any other church or
denomination;

(7) an organization of ordained ministers;

(8) ordained ministers selected after completing prescribed
studies;

(9) a literature of its own;

(10) established places of worship;

(11) regular congregations;

(12) regular religious services;

(13) Sunday school for religious instruction of the young;

(14) schools for the preparation of its ministers.

See Jerome Kurtz, Remarks at PLI Seventh Biennial Conference on
Tax Planning (Jan. 9, 1978), in Fed. Taxes (P-H) 1 54,820 (1978).

‘Plaintiff’s complaint appeared to assert a claim appealing
the IRS’ denial of tax exempt status to his organization, Point
of Wisdom #1. Compl., at 2. At oral argument, however, plaintiff
asserted that this was not one of his claims.

2



the standing inquiry in tax cases is more restrictive than in
other cases.” National Taxpayers Union, Inc. v. U.S., 68 F.3d
1428, 1434 (D.C. Cir. 1995).

Courts “have consistently held that a plaintiff raising only
a generally available grievance about government--claiming only
harm to his and every citizen's interest in proper application of
the Constitution and laws, and seeking relief that no more
directly and tangibly benefits him than it does the public at
large--does not state an Article III case or controversy.”
Lujan, 504 U.S. at 573-74.

The Court finds that this is precisely what the plaintiff
here attempts to do. Plaintiff simply asserts a general ‘
grievance with the tax laws and IRS procedures and seeks relief
that no more directly and tangibly benefits him than it does any
other United States taxpayer. Indeed, plaintiff has not even
alleged a concrete and particularized injury which he has
suffered. While plaintiff's organization, Point of Wisdom #1,
applied for and was denied tax exempt status, plaintiff was very
clear during oral argument that he was not suing on behalf of
Point of Wisdom #1.° Moreover, plaintiff, as an individual, has
never applied for tax exempt status with the IRS and thus, does

not have standing to bring such a claim.

A prior action before Judge Harold Greene, Point of Wisdom
#1 v. United States, Civil No. 95-0558 (D.D.C.), was brought by
the plaintiff here on behalf of his organization. On January 30,
1996, Judge Greene dismissed the case without prejudice because
Point of Wisdom #1 was not represented by counsel.

3



The Court further finds that, even if plaintiff here did
have standing, his claims are meritless. Plaintiff contends that
it is unconstitutional for the United States to determine the tax
exempt status of religious organizations because such
determinations violate the Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment. Yet the courts have repeatedly sanctioned the use of
§ 501(c) (3) of the I.R.S. Code and the IRS' fourteen-point test
to determine what organizations should be given tax exempt
status. See, e.g., Living Faith, Inc. v. Commissioner of
Internal Revenue, 950 F.2d 365, 376-77 (7th Cir. 1991) (rejecting
argument that tax court's application of § 501(c) (3) violated the
free exercise clause of the first amendment by unconstitutionally
discriminating against less orthodox religions); Spiritual
Outreach Society v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 927 F.2d
335 (8th Cir. 1991) (applying IRS' fourteen-point test and
concluding that organization was not a “church” for tax
purposes) ; Lutheran Social Services of Minnesota v. United
States, 758 F.2d 1283, 1286-87 (8th Cir. 1985) (same); Parker v.
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 365 F.2d 792, 795 (8th Cir.
1966) (rejecting claim that authority vested in the Commissioner
to determine if an organization is entitled to tax exempt status
violates the First Amendment), cert. denied, 385 U.S. 1026
(1967); Church of the Visible Intelligence that Governs the
Universe v. United States, 4 Cl. Ct. 55, 64-65 (1983) (applying §
501(c) (3) and IRS fourteen-point test and concluding that

organization was entitled to tax exempt status under § 501(c) (3)



but was not a “church” for tax purposes); Williams Home, Inc. v.
United States, 540 F. Supp. 1298 (W.D. Va. 1982) (applying IRS'
fourteen-point test and concluding that organization was not a
“church” for tax purposes); Basic Unit Ministry of Alma Karl
Schurig v. United States, 511 F. Supp. 166 (D.D.C. 1981) (applying
§ 501(c) (3) and concluding that organization was not entitled to
tax exempt status), aff'd, 670 F.2d 1210 (D.C. Cir. 1582);
American Guidance Foundation v. United States, 490 F. Supp. 304,
306 (D.D.C. 1980) (applying IRS' fourteen-point test and
concluding that organization was not a “church” for tax
purposes); cf. Regan v. Taxation with Representation of
Washington, 461 U.S. 540, 545-48 (1983) (denial of exemption under
Section 501(c) (3) for organization engaging in substantial
lobbying was not an infringement of the First Amendment).

Accordingly, it is hereby

ORDERED that defendant's motion to dismiss is GRANTED; and
it is further

ORDERED that plaintiff's motion for summary judgment is
DENIED; and it is further

ORDERED that this case is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

Date: %/l)// ?j/ ‘ P//f’ /V/%

EMMET G. SULLIVAN
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




Notice to:

Emmett F. Fields
514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217-1818

James Wilkinson

Trial Attorney, Tax Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 227

Ben Franklin Station
Washington, DC 20044



L et us consider what Judge Sullivan has decided.

The Government attorneys insisted that this was just another case, like so many before it,
where an organization was trying to be established by the IRS for tax reasons. But that isNOT
true. This Case challenged the Government's right to establish religions -- not for myself to be
established, asthe IRS attorney claimed. Asfar as| have been able to find, there has NEVER
before been a case that challenged the right of the Government to establish religions. The
Supreme Court has clearly said that the Establishment Clause is ABSOLUTE, the Government
cannot establish religions under any pretext -- and that is exactly what the Government is doing.

From his Decision it is clear that Judge Sullivan misunderstood and misstated the claims
of the Plaintiff. Plaintiff has clearly contended in all written Complaints, Briefs, and other
correspondence with the Government and the Court that the Case rested on clearly defined
Congtitutional grounds and Plaintiff clearly defined those grounds — and did so before Judge
Sullivan in his appearance before the Court. Plaintiff has always clearly contended:

That the United States Government does ESTABLISH RELIGIONS and does
DISCRIMINATE AGAINST THOSE RELIGIONS THE GOVERNMENT REFUSES TO
ESTABLISH. Plaintiff claims, and then clearly proves, that there is NO Religious Liberty in the
United States today -- except for the false, Government Established, religions;

That the United States Government, at this time, uses the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
asits agency for establishing and policing religionsin America. The IRS uses the excuse of
approving ingtitutions for (unconstitutional) religious tax exemption as the reason for this
flagrant religious establishment activities. Plaintiff contends, and has always contended, that any
criteriathat defines or limits the religious beliefs of Americansis unconstitutional, immoral and
disgusting;

That the Government’s Agency for establishing and policing religions, the IRS, does, in
every since of the word, "ESTABLISH" religions when it grants an organization a“501(c)(3)
CHURCH?” status and then sends its " deter mination letter" of acceptance as a 501 (c)(3)
CHURCH to that organization. That letter IS, in every way, a certificate of establishment of
religion granted by the United States Government — a Government activity clearly forbidden by
the Constitution of the United States (the First Clause of the First Amendment of the Bill of
Rights.) Judge Sullivan clearly misunderstood and misstated the facts when he said “Boiled
down to its essence, Plaintiff’s claim isthat it is unconstitutional that only organizations, and not
individuals, can apply for tax exempt status with the IRS” istotally false.

The finding that: “plaintiff does not have standing to bring these claims. Asthis Circuit
has recently pronounced

[t]he well-established “irreducible constitutional minimum”

of standing requires three elements: First, the plaintiff

must have suffered an injury in fact—an invasion of a

legally protected interest which is (a) concrete and
particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not conjectural

or hypothetical. Second, there must be a causal connection
between the injury and the conduct complained of—the injury
has to be fairly traceable to the conduct complained of—the injury
has to be fairly traceable to the challenged action of the
defendant.... Third, it must be likely, as opposed to merely
speculative, that the injury will be redressed by a

favorable decision.”



If language can convey information, Plaintiff has proved injury in every one of Judge
Sullivan’s objections stated above. We will address each objection in order:

“First, the plaintiff must have suffered an injury in fact—an invasion of alegally
protected interest which is (a) concrete and particularized and (b) actual or imminent, not
conjectural or hypothetical.”

"(@) concrete and particularized" Apparently, to Judge Sullivan, loss of Religious Liberty
isnot aninjury infact! | can think of NO more grievous loss an American can suffer than loss of
Religious Liberty! "(b) actua or imminent, not conjectural or hypothetical.” The lossis very
“actual and imminent," and is certainly not "conjectural or hypothetical.” Thereis NO greater
“invasion of alegally protected interest” than the loss of Religious Liberty that is protected by
the United States Constitution. Religious Liberty was placed as the very First Clause of the very
First Amendment to the Constitution because that “legally protected interest” is the most
important of any "interest" in America.

“Second, there must be a causal connection between the injury and the conduct
complained of—the injury has to be fairly traceable to the conduct complained of—the injury
has to be fairly traceable to the challenged action of the defendant....”

| refuse to believe that Judge Sullivan does not see the direct connection between the
Government establishment of religions and my loss of Religious Liberty. The Government is
entirely aware of my long history of work and dedication to the religion of Freethought, thereis
no question about the sincerity of my beliefs and convictions, yet all thisis washed away by the
unconstitutional establishment of false, Government mandated, religious beliefs. It is absolutely
certain that there can be no religious advance in the United States as long as the Government
assumes and executes the power to dictate limits to the religious beliefs Americans can hold, and
enforces regulations that favor only false and criminal religions.

"Third, it must be likely, as opposed to merely speculative, that the injury will be
redressed by afavorable decision.” This factor is not necessarily afault of Judge Sullivan --
though it would have been ignored by ajust judge -- it is a basic fault of the rule "this Circuit has
recently pronounced.” A just and right decision of a Court should never depend on the
possibility of the enforcement of the Decision -- NEVER! Should a Court in Nazi Germany have
ruled against a Jewish Gentleman who demanded Religious Liberty, and that his people not be
murdered by the Nazi Government, simply because there was no likelihood "that the injury will
be redressed by afavorable decison?” How stupid, how very stupid!! The Decision of any
Court should be solely the rightness of the Decision. Asfar asthe Decision is concerned the rest
of the world does not exist!

Upon reviewing the Judgement rendered, and the reasons given for that judgement, as
stated in his Decision, | Judge that Judge Emmet G. Sullivan isin gross ERROR in this
important and basic Constitutional Case.

Emmett F. Fields



Emmett F. Fields
514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217-1818
U.SA.
(502) 634-0590
e-malil: effields@thepoint.net

April 30, 1998

U. S. Attorney General, Janet Reno
10th & Constitution Ave. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Attorney Genera Reno,

Public Law 88-352, 88th Congress, H.R. 7152, July 2, 1964 -- The Civil Rights
Act of 1964 -- clearly says there can be no discrimination on account of race, color,
religion, or national origin. And on Page 3, Sec. 201 that Law reads: "(d) Discrimination
or segregation by an establishment is supported by State action within the meaning of this
title if such discrimination or segregation (1) is carried on under color of any law, statue,
ordinance, or regulation; or (2) is carried on under color of any custom or usage required
or enforced by officials of the State or political subdivision thereof; or (3) is required by
action of the State or political subdivision thereof."

Does this prohibition of discrimination by State government also extend to the
Federal Government? Thereis aclear and enforced religious discrimination by the U.S.
Government that clearly violates not only the above Civil Rights Law, but is blatantly
unconstitutional in its enforcement and violates major Supreme Court Decisions in its
application. | refer to the fact that the United States Government does officially establish
some religions, and discriminates against those religions, and religious individuals, that
are refused official establishment. | have attempted to fight this unconstitutional
establishment of religion by appealing to the Federal Courts, but as | could find no
Attorney willing to face the notorious retaliatory practices of the Agency the Government
uses to investigate and enforce its religious establishment -- the Internal Revenue Service
-- | had no choice but to serve as my own attorney, PRO SO, and thus no chance of
finding justice in this vital matter, and so my Case was recently Dismissed. The Judge
clearly misunderstood, or ignored, the facts of the Case, and rendered a Decision that
disregard the reason the Case was filed.

| am unable to afford an attorney to Appeal this Case that needs to be appealed so
desperately. And | feel an Appeal without an attorney will end in failure as the previous
case has done, with an unjust verdict probably caused by the fact that | had no attorney.
Pub. Law 88-352 has provision for the Government to provide an attorney in
discrimination cases where the victim(s) cannot afford one.


Bank of Wisdom
     This letter was sent to Attorney General Reno by Certified Mail, and a receipt of delivery was requested.  As this CD goes to "press" (May 13th) I have received no reply from Ms. Reno's office, AND I never received the card of proof that the letter was delivered; AMAZING!
  EFF


| therefore ask the Attorney General if she can, and will, provide the necessary
legal help in fighting this blatant discrimination within the Federal Government? | need
desperately to continue my legal fight to restore Religious Liberty in America and to do
away with the religious discrimination that results from the unconstitutional
Establishment of Religion.

The Case was brought in U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, and is
identified as: Civ. No. 96-317 (EGS), the Case was dismissed on March 26, 1998. |
understand that an Appeal must be made within 60 days of this date. Will the Attorney
Genera's office provide an attorney as authorized by Pub. Law 88-3527

| will travel to Washington D.C. to continue this Case whenever necessary. |f
more information is necessary | can be reached at the above address or phone number.

| thank you for your help in thisimportant Case.

Emmett F. Fields
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DISTRICT DIRECTICR
F. 0. BROX 2508

CINCINNATIs OH 45201

,
1
ot

A L 15 2=

Date: pz¢ -7 - - Caployer IZznt Tat
£1-12274Z5
Contact Fercans
CYNTHIA& GRSWT
POINT OF HISDOM 1 Contact Teiephone Humber:
514 EASTERN PARKHAY (513) &84-357%

LOUISVILLEs KY 40217

Dear Apptlicant:
We received your application for recognition of exemptéoﬁ from Federa!
income tax.

We referred your application to our Nationat Office for ruling and they
will reply direct to you. If you have any questions, please write to:

Assistant Commissioner (E) Internat Revsnue Service
1111 Constitution Avenues HH

Washingtons D.C. 20224

Attention: E:EO

If you do not receive a decision on your application by the date the
annual -information return for exempt organizations is duesy file that return by
the due date. File either Form 990+ Return of Organization Exempt From Income
Taxs or Forem 990-PFs Return of Private Foundatioa or Section 4947 ({(a) (1) Trust
Treated as a Frivate Foundations whichever is appiicable. Check the block
on the return indicating an application is pendimg.

FPlease see the instructions for those returas to determine if any other
returns are required.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yourss

(.—// ///?”

T

. P

7

obert Y. dohnsgﬁ
Bistrict Director
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Bank of Wisdom
The date of this letter is Dec 08 1992. 


POINT OF WISDOM #1
An Institution of Religion
514 EASTERN PARKWAY
LOUISVILILE, KYy. 40217
(502) 634-0580

January 30, 1993

Re: 61-1227435

Assistant Commissioner (E)
Internal Revenue Service
1111 Constitution Ave., NW
Washinagton, D.C. 20224
Attention: E:EO

Dear Friends at the IRS:

The District IRS office at Cincinnati has informed me that all
gquestions concerninag our applicaticon are to be sent to their
National Office in Washington:; copy of that IRS letter is enclosed.

As my letters to the Attorney General of the United States and
to the Governor of Kentucky may be of interest to the IRS in regard
to my pending case, I am sending the enclosed copies of these
letters to your office. I fully intend to seek a restraining order
from the courts to prevent the Commcenwealth of Kentucky from
collecting that (large) part of my Kentucky and local tax that go
to support "Institutions of Religion." because these huge business
enterprises are un-Constitutionally and immorally exempted from
paving Kentucky tax.

I hope vou will take particular note of that part of my letter
to the Att. Gen. that emphasizes my need, desire and demand to pay
my rightful taxes for the support on my National, State and local
governments, but not one cent for the support of religion.

Thank you for yvour attention to this case, I certainly hope to
do all I can to bring this Nation back to its rightful position as
the just and free nation that the Founding Fathers intended. I am
also well aware that the enormous extent of religious tax-exempts
has became a great threat to the economic survival of this nation.

Sincerely,

Emmett F. Fields



Internal Revenue Service Department of the Treasury
Washington, DC 20224

Person to Contact: wr
Point of Wisdom #1
514 Eastern Parkway

Louisville, KY 40217

Telephone Number:

Refer Reply to: E:EO:R:3

Date:

. Employer Identification Number: 61-1227435
Key District: Cincinnati

Dear Applicant:

We are considering your application for recognition of
exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code
which was referred to us by the Cincinnati Key District office.
To complete our consideration, we need you to submit the
following information over the signature of an authorized
individual. In this letter, our use of the terms "you" and
"your" refer to the entity Point of Wisdom 1 and not to Mr.
Emmett F. Fields, its director and officer.

1. Please state if your activities will be limited to
the gathering, reproducing, and distributing
informational or religious materials and products. If

not, please provide us with a detailed description of
all other current activities and planned activities.
Also, please state what percentage of your total
activities will each represent.

2. Please describe in detail how and where do you
distribute, or plan to distribute, your materials. Will
there any significant differences between your distribution

with those of commercial entities. If so, please describe
them.
3. Please provide us with a list of sale price (or

such amount you will solicit or request as donations)
for each religious literature or products which you
will sell or distribute.

4. You indicate that Bank of Wisdom (BW) which you
claim to be a for-profit electronic business
. established, owned and operated by Emmett F. Fields,



Point of Wisdom #1

will remain as your department. Please fully explain
the functions of BW and its necessity in your
organization.

5. In your submitted statement of income and expenses

for BW from 1988 through 1991 (see copy enclosed) no
amount was shown for income or receipts for any year.
Please state the amount received by BW each year from
1988 through 1991 from sale of religious
books/literature.

6. Have you obtained a license or permit from the
Commonwealth of Kentucky (the "State") to operate or engage
in any activities. 1If so, furnish us with a copy of such
license or permit. If none, please fully explain why we
should not consider you are operating without permission or
authorization from the State. Also, what steps have you
taken to obtain such permit, license or authorization.

7. Please submit a Statement of Income and Expenses
from June 1, 1992 through May 31, 1993 (or such ending
date of your fiscal year period). Show each source of

income, including the amount received from Mr. Fields.
Also, please show detail of expenses paid, including each
amount paid to or for Mr. Fields, and the purpose of such
payment, such as for food, utilities. clothing, house
mortgage, house utilities and maintenance, gas & o0il, auto
repair and maintenance, etc.

8. In one of your criticisms on "organized" religion,
you stated "if organized religion was really
institutions of 'good works,' as it claims, it would
not need to be "tax-exempt,'" as there would be never be
any profit, or income, to be taxed." 1In your
situation, please fully explain your reasons in
applying for tax exemption which we considering in this
letter.

9. Please provide us with more information on Mr.
Emmett Fields such as his educational training and
experience, expertise including business associations.

10. If we determine that you are exempt under section
501(c) (3) of the Code, please state if you are willing
to be classified, for foundation purposes, as a public
charity under sections 509(a) (1) and 170(b) (1) (A) (vi)
or under section 509(a)(2). If not, and if you are
pursuing classification under sections 509(a) (1) and



Point of Wisdom #1

170(b) (1) (&) (1), please provide us with your reasons
how you meet such classification.

We will defer action on your application for 30 days from
the date of this letter to enable you to submit the requested
information. You will expedite our receipt of your letter if you
send it to the following address:

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20224

Attn: E:EO:R:3, Room 6137.

If we do not hear from you within that time, we will assume
that you do not want us to consider the matter any further and
will close your case. If you want the case reopened at a later
time, you must pay a user fee.

In the event that we close your case, we will notify the
appropriate State officials, as required by section 6104 (c) of
the Code, that based on the information we have, we are unable to
recognize you as an organization of the type described in section
501 (c) (3) -

If you do not provide the requested information in a timely
manner, it will be considered by the Service as a failure to take
all reasonable steps to secure the ruling you requested. Under
section 7428 (b) (2) of the Code, your failure to take all
reasonable steps to secure the ruling requested in a timely
manner may be considered as a failure to exhaust the
administrative remedies available to you within the Service, and
thus may preclude the issuance of a declaratory judgment in this
matter under the judicial proceedings of section 7428.

Sincerely,

L M. Grain

L. M. Orcino

Tax Law Specialist
Exempt Organizations
Rulings Branch 3



POINT OF WISDOM #1
An Institution of Religion (Church)
514 EASTERIN PARKWAY
ILOUISVILLE, KY. 40217
(502) 634-0590
July 22, 1993

Employer Identification Number 61-1227435
Response to: Request for Additional Information
Date: June 24, 1993

Reply to: E:EQ:R:3

Dear IRS Friends:

Thank you for your kind consideration of our application for
recognition for tax-exemption as a church, we are glad to answer
the ten questions that you have sent us. We have tried to provide
the detailed descriptions that were requested, and yet to keep the
replys as short as possible.

OUESTTION 1.

1. Please state if your activities will be limited to the
gathering, reproducing, and distributing informational or
religious materials and products. if not, please provide us
with a detailed description of all other current activities
and planned activities. Also, please state what percentage of
your total activities will each represent.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 1.

The activities of this religious organization (church) will
NOT be limited in ANY way, we will try every door, pursue every
means, every idea, every hope, that might help humanity, and
especially the citizens of the United States of America, to escape
the dangerous and humiliating superstitions under which they are
suffering. The Point of Wisdom #1, and all other such enlightened
establishments, as they are commissioned, will labor by every means
possible to make available to the general public the information
that will lead humanity toward the salvation of reason and common
sense. The activities that produce positive results toward this
goal will be pursued, and that activity that fails to produce
immediate beneficial results will be 1laid aside for future
reevaluation, and perhaps modification into a more feasible form,
and reactivated as time and circumstances dictate. But no activity
is ever wasted, Atheist and Freethought books, magazines,
‘literature, etc. gathered and preserved is a necessary religious
work whether these materials are ever scanned into reproducible -
electronic form or not, the mere preservation of these priceless.
religious resources is a valuable religious work and is necessary
in itself.

The old and endangered Freethought literature that is scanned
and converted into reproducible electronic form and distributed
(given) to fellow Atheists and Freethinkers throughout the nation,
is valuable religious work, because this necessary information is

1



Point of Wisdom #1

An Institution of Religion (church)
Identification Number 61-1227435
Reply to: E:EO:R:3

thereby more safely preserved. And being in reproducible electronic
form the work of scanning and correcting it was justified because
of its potential for rapid distribution when the intellectual
climate of our Nation should be elevated so as to be receptive to
such important religious literature. So, again, such work is never
wasted, at least our great religious literature is reproduced in
electronic form and distributed among the faithful.

It is our absolute intention to distribute all possible
Atheist and Freethought literature and information to the general
public, but that fact is of no concern to the government of our
free nation, nor to the IRS. The IRS seems to be requiring us to
reproduce, manufacture, package and distribute our religious,
Atheist and Freethought literature as if it were a commercially
saleable information product, and we a commercial business, and
then the IRS, upon this assumption, then asks: "How does your
operation differ from that of a commercial operation?” We must all
understand one thing about religion; in spite of our sincere
intentions to publicly distribute our information, neither we, nor
any other religion, can be required to commercialize the sacred
documents and information of their religion. We are not obligated
to engage, in any way, in any commercial type activity, no matter
what our hopes and intentions are. No religious organization can be
required to cast its pearls before the swine.

In the next part of the question regarding the activities of
Point of Wisdom #1 you ask; "If not, (limited) please provide us
with a detailed description of all other current activities and
planned activities."

Well now, this is an interesting and needed question that
should be asked of ALL religious organizations every year, indeed,
every day. If the State Department had only took as much interest
in "a detailed description of all ... current activities and
planned activities"™ as the IRS is here doing, I feel confident that
such unfortunate, but all too familiar, superstitious religious
activity as Rev. Jim Jones and the Jones Town massacre would have
been averted; that David Koresh and the Waco tragedy would have
been foreseen and averted; that the World Trade Center bombing
would have been discovered and stopped; that the "Cardinal Spellman
war" (Vietnam) would never have happened; etc. ad infinitum, ad
nauseam. So, therefore, let me here compliment the IKRS for its
unconventional and irregular enquiries into the religious
activities, and the planned religious  activities of American
churches. However, the Point of Wisdom can proudly state that we
have no plans for such routine religious activity as the holy
violence described above. Our work is quite the contrary; we work
to bring sanity, reason, love, truth and kindness to religious
belief and exercise. But to answer this part of the question:
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Point of Wisdom #1 is now operating a Computer Bulletin Board
Service, (BBS) ~—- The Louisville Freethought Bulletin Board,
telephone number; (502) 635-0204. All activity and downloads on
this Freethought BBS i1s FREE, please do dial in and download some
of, or all of, our freethought files, you will find them most
interesting. May I suggest a file named 16? It is the 1875 book,

"The World's sixteen Crucified Saviors" by Kersey Graves, and is a
scholarly history of the Jesus myth that dates back over twelve
hundred years before Jesus was supposed to have lived. And also

~e =

“"Forgery" a book by Joseph Wheless, "Lately Judge Advocate, U.S.A.
Associate Editor of American Bar Association Journal; etc.,
entitled; "Forgery In Christianity"” 1930. And there are many, many
more available on our Freethought Board, please download all that
yvou find interesting, and please do photo-copy them and distribute
them around the IRS office ~— we need a Point of Wisdom in
Washington, D.C.

Another new activity that we have recently undertaken,
and are quite excited about, is the collection of o0ld Freethought
and Atheist materials that has been preserved in various microform
systems around the Nation. We have obtained an excellent microfilm
/microfiche reader/copier (a Minolta RP 407), and also a microfiche
reader (a Northwest microfilm 514), and we are in the process of
assembling as complete a microform library of old Freethought and
Atheist newspapers and magazines as finances will permit -- we plan
to add to this collection each month when our Social Security check
comes in. (See the enclosed chapter from '400 Years of Freethought'
1894, entitled 'The Liberal Press' that lists many of the Atheist
and Freethought publications that were being published in the
1890s. see ITEM 1-1.) While this material has already been
preserved, it is not assembled into a single collection that would
be particularly useful to the Freethought and Atheist researcher.
Also much of this preserved material is in Theological libraries
and thus could be withdrawn at their discretion. Once the material
is in our hands we will be able to preserve it and use it as it was
meant to be used by the original authors who wrote it.

Also we intend to obtain microfilming equipment -- and we
intend to do this as soon as financially possible —- we can then
proceed to microfilm the o0ld freethought and Atheist books and
other Atheistic and Freethought materials that are in the bank of
Wisdom 1library collections. The microfilming of this wvaluable
religious material will be for preservation and also for
distribution in that (microform) medium. Once microfilmed these
precious old Freethought and Atheist religious materials will be
copied and sent to libraries and to scholars on a loan basis, or
sold for the cost of materials and shipping, the same as the
reproducible electronic publishing that is now being distributed.
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We are now planing a Freethought News Letter or magazine,
‘Words of Wisdom' (WOW) that will be available for down-load from
our Freethought BBS. Of course WOW will also be available through
the mails for a nominal donation to cover the cost of production
and postage. WOW will contain current Atheist and Freethought news
and information; progress reports on the establishment of new
Points of Wisdom throughout the nation, and, if necessary, filler
articles copied from those delightful and informative old Atheist
and Freethought newspapers and magazines that flourished a hundred
years ago throughout the United States. We will enclose you a copy
from our recently acquired microfilm reader/copier (see ITEM 1.-2.)
we feel that this would be a proper item to add to your penetrating
investigation of our application as an 'Institution of Religion’
{(church). 'The Blue Grass Blade' was a Kentucky Atheist Newspaper,
that was established and ran by a former Campbellite preacher
Charles C. Moore in 1894 and was published until 1910 (Moore died
in 1906). Please note that the enclosed copy of 'The Blue Grass
Blade' is dated "June 7, E.M. 303" this date corresponds with June
7. 1903, because many Atheists and Freethought publications was
then dating their magazines and papers using the date that the
Christians murdered the Atheists philosopher Giordano Bruno, 1600
C.E. (Bruno was burned alive at the stake in the city of Rome by
order of the Roman Catholic Church.) Incidently, in 1899 Charles C.
Moore went to prison for two years for the "crime" of "Blasphemy"
under the infamous 'Comstock Laws' but received a Presidential
Pardon after six months in prison. This case is one of many from
our Freethought history files that prove again that there can be no
religious liberty as long as Christianity has any political power.

This small bit of suppressed Atheist religious information
should certainly convince the IRS of the great need for the true
and benign religion of Atheism and Freethought to be allowed to
establish and maintain Institutions of Religion {churches) with
every advantage and consideration that the IRS, and the American
government, grants to all of the superstitious "churches." with
their long and bloody history of anti-freedom violence.

Question goes on to say: "What percentage of your total
activities will each represent?" What a strange question for a free
government to ask a religious organization. This is a religion, not
a common commercial enterprise reporting to a board of directors.
As dedicated and devoted missionaries, we labor in the vineyard of
Reason constantly, and our activities at a given time are directed
toward that task that seems best suited to achieve success at that
moment. I know of no missionary, of any religion, that is required
to report, even to the religious body that is providing the
funding, what percentage of the missionary's time and activity will
be dedicated to this or that task. Such a reckoning would be, and
is, absolutely impossible. Like all missionaries in a backward and
hostile land, we work constantly, and we dedicate our time to the
most important task at the moment.

4
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QUESTION 2.

2. Please describe in detail how and where do you distribute,
or plan to distribute, vyour materials. Will there any
significant differences between your distribution with those
of commercial entities. If so, please describe them.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 2

All materials are being distributed as soon as it is copied to
a number of fellow Freethinkers throughout the nation to insure the
safety of this precious religious materials even if Christianity
should once more get the power to "legally" confiscate and burn
that necessary information that can liberate the minds of the
victims of its superstitions. This initial distribution is free to
those who agree to protect these valuable and sacred writings. And
after these we request only a contribution for at least enough to
cover the cost of materials and shipping for all other information
distributed to the public.

Point of Wisdom #1 is now operating a Computer Bulletin Board
Service, (BBS) [as stated in answering question #1] The Louisville
Freethought Bulletin Board phone number is (502) 6§35-0204, please
do feel free to dial in and downlocad our freethought files, you
will find them most enlightening and interesting. There is
absolutely no charge for these files, and no dues required to
participate in this Freethought BBS, it is a free religious service
provided by the Point of Wisdom #1. Enclosed you will find a copy
of the Freethought books available, or soon to be made available,
on our Freethought BBS (see 1list enclosed marked ITEM 2-1)
Personally, I believe the Complete Works of Robert G. Ingersoll
(1833-1899), 12 vols., are best for delightful informative reading.
Just start reading anywhere and you will find interesting and
meaningful information, delightfully presented, such as
superstitious religion can not match. Or "Six Historic Americans"
by John E. Ramsburg that gives the overwhelming evidence to proves
that the six great Americans he has done such a complete and
wonderful Jjob of researching, (Thomas Paine, Thomas Jefferson,
George Washington, Benjamin Franklin, Abraham Lincoln and Ulysses
S. Grant) were not Christians at all. There are many more such
necessary and informative Freethought files available on our
Freethought Board, please download them all, and, by all means, do
photo-copy them and distribute them to all the good people who work
in the IRS offices. As I said in our answer to gquestion number. 1;
we would 1like to have a Point of Wisdom establishment in
Washington, D.C.

Our Freethought BBS also has ongoing discussions about
religion and Reason that, we hope, will stimulate intelligent
thought in the area of religion. To think about the superstitious
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foolery that is now being sold in this country as religion, is to
start ones raise out of it and into something higher —-- perhaps,
eventually, all the way up to Atheism.

As has been stated in the detailed description required for
question one, once we start microfilming those precious old Atheist
and Freethought religious materials that we have in our own
extensive library collection, and we intend to borrow any other
such Freethought materials, from whatever sources where such
materials can be found and borrowed, and these too will be copied,
preserved and loaned to libraries and to scholars on demand, for a
reasonable time. And also these microform copies will be sold for
the cost of the materials and shipping, etc. the same as we are
distributing the reproducible electronic publishing that is now
being circulated.

"Will there any (sic) significant differences between your
distribution with those of commercial entities. Not being IRS
trained experts, it is extremely difficult for us to determine just

what the "significant differences"” 1is between a tax—-exempt
distribution system, and "those of commercial entities." In many
cases, we have found that the tax-exempt entities charges

considerably more for their product than the honest tax-paying
companies charge for their very similar products. Is this a
necessary requirement for tax-exempt organizations? If it is
necessary for us to charge an enormous price for our religious
items, in order for the IRS to regard us as a "Non-profit" entity
with "significant differences" from a commercial business, it will
defeat our entire purpose in producing these items. The whole idea
is to distribute these items as widely and as cheaply as possible,
for the enlightenment of the public as a religious public service.

To better illustrate my point I will enclose a copy (see ITEM
2-2.) of the microfiche pricing structure of the tax-exempt,
religious organization, 'American Theological Library Association’
(ATLA). And also a copy of our invoice for a set of forty-eight
(48) microfiche that we have purchased from the for-profit tax-
paying 'University Publications of America.' (UPA) As the IRS can
readily see, a complete set, 48 microfiche, of 'Free Engquirer’
magazine, (a Freethought magazine published from 1825 to 1835, the
set included all copies preserved) from UPA for $120.00, or $2.50
per microfiche. Now let me compare the price difference between
this tax-paying company, and the cost of that number of very
similar microfiche from ATLA —— a theological tax—-exempt company --
who boasts that it receives grants to do its Microfilming work.
Dividing $120.00 by 48 equals $2.50 per microfiche for this series
from UPA. (see copy of UPA invoice enclosed, ITEM 2-3) As you can
see from the ATLA pricing 1list, ITEM 2-2, the price of 48
microfiche from ATLA would cost a non—-member $20.00 each, or
$960.00 for a set of forty-eight (48) microfiche. (non-profit! Ha!)
Or, it would have cost a member of ATLA $12.25 each for the forty-
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eight, or $588.00 dollars. And if the set of forty—-eight microfiche
were bought by an ATLA member as part of an order of one hundred
microfiche or more, (but less than 250 microfiche) the ATLA price
would be a mere $360.00 -- only three times the price charged by
the tax-paying, non-theological, commercial company to any customer
who ‘'comes in off the street,' and buys the 48 microfiche for the
reqular price of $120.00 for the set of forty—-eight microfiche
““““““““ s ber TTDA ~+ +haa e Ar?r\ Aatrvioam

-= t.ucu,, we must suppose, was pLuuu\,cu by UPA at their own eXpense,

and not produced using money from a grant.

If it is regquired by the IRS that the Point of Wisdom #1
charge such absurd prices for its religious information products
and activities as in the example that this Theological library, in
order to show "any significant differences" between our
"distribution with those of commercial entities." we must refuse to
submit to such an unreasonable demand. The purpose of Point of
Wisdom #1 is religious enlightenment, we are a true religion not a
"theological" entity, we work to relieve the public of its false
and foolish religious ideas, not to relieve the public of its
money .

QUESTION 3.

3. Please provide us with a list of sale price (or such amount
vou will solicit or request as donations) for each religious
literature or products which you will sell or distribute.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 3.

There is now no set price for any product of the BOW, a
subsidy of Point of Wisdom #1. The previous price charged by the
Bank of Wisdom for an individual computer disk of (360k)
Freethought information was only $7.00, and this included shipping.
But when it became financially imperative for Rational Religion to
compete with superstitious religion on an equal bases, the Point of
Wisdom #1 was created as a truly and entirely religious entity for
that purpose. Since the c¢reation of Point of Wisdom #1 we have
abandoned the idea of putting any price on the priceless
information we seek to distribute.

As a truly religious entity we now ask only for a donation at
least large enough to cover the actual cost of the electronic
media, packaging material, postage, etc. -— a donation of about
$7.00 is usually recommended. We have found through experience that
this is really not sufficient to cover the costs of media
materials, upgrading and replacing equipment, or adding new and
needed operations to improve our crucial religious work. Since we
have added the BBS we suggest that those who are interested in our
computerized religious information access our Freethought BBS
facilities and download the files they are interested in free of
charge.



Point of Wisdom #1

An Institution of Religion (church)
Identification Number 61-1227435
Reply to: E:EO:R:3

But to more efficiently spread our religious information, we
now use a compression program on any disks that we give away, send
through the mails, ship by UPS, etc. Compression doubles the usual
capacity of our regular disks. Also we are now equipped to use the
newer, larger capacity, media, and if the person receiving the
files can read such higher disks in his/her computer we send the
higher density media whereby we need fewer disks for a given set of
information. Yet the suggested donation has not increased -- we are
missionaries, not mercenaries. The only time when money becomes
important, to a dedicated religious person, is when that person is
forced to contribute his/her money, through additional taxation, to
support established false and evil superstitious institutions. At
the point where the government taxes one religion to support
another it becomes a question of conscience, and it becomes
necessary to resist the State and its established religion. It is
therefore our religious and moral duty that we not allow one cent
of our money to be appropriated by our Christian-infiltrated
government, for the support of those established, government
approved and favored, religious institutions that are diametrically
opposed to the true religion of Reason and Liberty.

OQUESTITION 4.

4. You indicate that Bank of Wisdom (BW) which you claim to
be a for-profit electronic business established, owned and
operated by Emmett F. Fields, will remain as your
department. Please fully explain the functions of BW and its
necessity in your organization.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 4.
As carefully explained to the IRS in our answer to guestion
2. in "Request for Additional Information" number 2, November 10,

1992; the question in that guestionnaire being thus stated:

"2. You stated that the Bank of Wisdom is and will remain a
department of the Point of Wisdonm #1.

a. What operations and activities are carried out by
the Bank of Wisdom?

b. Explain how the for-profit company will operate as
a department of the non-profit company."

The answer we gave to that gquestion was given as follows:
"ANSWER to question 2.
a. The business of the Bank of Wisdom is 1. to make censorship
impossible by creating and developing systems of reproducible

electronic publishing. (Organized religion is the main gang of
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organizations in the United States that employs every means of
censorship that it can muster.) And; 2. to promote Rational
Religion in every way possible. The Bank of Wisdom has published
new Freethought and Atheist information, and has republish old
and suppressed Freethought and Atheist information in electronic
form, so that it can be radially reproduced and distributed, by
any interested person, in the home or in an office, upon readily
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The great evil that threatens our Nation, and the very
foundations of our freedom, is, of course, organized religion,
primarily Christianity, and its tax exemption, so it is to that
problem that the Bank of Wisdom's religious efforts are, and has
been, directed.

b. The original idea behind the Bank of Wisdom as a "for-
profit" company was that if there is no profit, or "surplus"
income, there could be no income tax to pay. And so the
intention was, and is, to reinvest all income and constantly
expand and improve the good religious works of the Bank of Wisdom
by adding new means and methods of accomplishing the work needed
and by developing new methods, buying new and better and more
efficient equipment, etc. There was never a time, and never will
be, when the making of "profit" was a criteria of the Bank of
Wisdom.

If organized religion was really institutions of ‘'good
works,' as it claims, it would not need to be "tax—exempt," as
there would never be any profit, or income, to be taxed. They
would not own huge portfolios of stocks, bonds, investments, real
estate, etc., upon which taxes should be paid. They would not
need to be secretive about their huge wealth and holdings -- if
they were honest. Considering the claims that religion makes, of
helping the pcocor and needy in order to collect their enormous
donations, one would think that they must have, long ago, run out
of poor and needy people that desperately needed all those
millions and billions of dollars worth of horded, wasted, tax-
exempted, mountains of greed that the churches own. The Bank of
wisdom is an Institution of Religion that is not of that criminal
class." (end of quote)

The above quoted answer to a previous very similar question
seems to supply the requested information for this question also.
Therefore, it should be clear that the "functions of “BW" (BOW)
and its necessity in your organization" is "to make censorship
impossible by creating and developing systems of reproducible
electronic publishing." So it is needful that the Bank of Wisdom
continue and expand its former duties in order to counteract the
extremely effective and unscrupulous de-facto censorship that
organized religion achieved in the United States. The truth that
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the Bank of Wisdom was established to create, preserve and
distribute is necessary to counteract the virulent slander that
superstitious religion spreads against Atheists and Freethinkers.

The operation of the BOW will remain exactly the same as it
was before the origin of the religious entity, Point of Wisdom
#1, and will continue strive to find new and better ways to
create, preserve, multiply and distribute the needed factual
religious information that it was created to do.

The religious entity, the Point of Wisdom #1. was necessary
because the true religion of Atheism and Freethought is driven to
request ~-—- demand -- the same religious tax—exemption as is given
false religion by our Christian dominated government. The
requested tax-exemption for the religious organization, Point of
Wisdom #1, is necessary in order to place the true religion
espoused by Point of Wisdom #1, and spread by the work done by
the Bank of Wisdom, on the same legal and economic level as the
false and superstitious religious organizations favored by our
State and Federal governments. Every cent that true religion is
forced to pay to support superstitious religion, because of the
governments unethical allowance for superstitious tax-exemptions,
is a cent true religion cannot use to spread its needed factual
religious faith; and that same cent becomes a cent that is used
by the established superstitious religious business institutions
to oppose the efforts of true religion. Even the IRS should be
able to see the gross injustice of such a situation.

OUESTITON 5.

5. In your submitted statement of income and expenses for BW
from 1988 through 1991 (see copy enclosed) no amount was
shown for income or receipts for any year. Please state the
amount received by BW each year from 1988 through 1991 from
sale of religious books/literature.

ANSWER TO QUESTTION 5.

Your question says: "In your submitted statement of income
and expenses for BW from 1988 through 1991 (see copy enclosed}"
There was no such "copy enclosed® with the mailing we
received, so naturally we cannot know what the IRS is referring
to. However, I have had our tax accountant produce, from his
records, the statement of the amounts received by the Bank of
Wisdom for the yvears 1988 through 1991. (see ITEM 5-1.) It will
be readily seen that, in spite of Biblical implications to the
contrary, swine are not particularly fond of pearls.

We have submitted this question to our tax—-consultant and
his reply follows:

10
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"5. WE RESPECTFULLY DIS—-AGREE WITH YOUR STATEMENT THAT OUR SUB-
MITTED STATEMENT OF INCOME AND EXPENSES FROM 1988 THROUGH 1991
FAILED TO SHOW ANY INCOME OR RECEIPTS. ON PAGE 8 OF FORM 1023,
WE INDICATED THE AMOUNT OF RECEIPTS FROM "SALE OF LITERATURE" FOR
EACH YEAR, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF "DEPRECIATION" CLAIMED FOR
EACH YEAR, AS WELL AS THE AMOUNT OF "OTHER EXPENSES"™ FOR EACH
YEAR. EVIDENTLY YOU ARE LOOKING AT OUR "SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT',
WHEREIN WE "BROKE DOWN" THE AMOUNT OF "OTHER EXPENSES" WHICH WE
HAD REPORTED ON PAGE 8 OF FORM 1023 FOR EACH YEAR. AND YES, ON
THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT, WE DID NOT SHOW ANY INCOME OR RECEIPTS,
SINCE IT HAD ALREADY BEEN SHOWN ON PAGE 8 OF FORM 1023.

ALSO, PLEASE NOTE THAT PAGE 8 OF FORM 1023 SHOWS A "NET
LOSS"™ FOR EACH YEAR - 1988 THROUGH 1991 - THE AMOUNT OF THE "NET
LLOSS" SHOWN FOR EACH YEAR, IS THE AMOUNT "DONATED" BY MR. EMMETT
F. FIELDS EACH YEAR."

OUESTION 6.

6. Have You obtained a license or permit from the
Commonwealth of Kentucky (the "State") to operate or engage
in any activities. If so, furnish us with a copy of such
license or permit. If none, please fully explain why we
should not consider you are operating without permission or
authorization from the State. Also, what steps have you
taken to obtain such permit, license or authorization.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 6.

We have submitted this question to our tax—-consultant and
his reply follows:

6. NO, WE HAVE NOT OBTAINED A LICENSE OR PERMIT FROM THE
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY BECAUSE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE,
THE COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY DOES NOT REQUIRE A CHURCH, OR A NON-
PROFIT ORGANIZATION TO OBTAIN A LICENSE OR PERMIT. IF YOU HAVE
RNOWLEDGE OF SUCH A LAW OF WHICH WE ARE UN-AWARE, WE WOULD AP~
PRECIATE YOUR ADVISING US OF SAME, AND WE SHALL PROMPTLY MAKE AP-
PLICATION FOR SAME.

QUESTION 7.

7. Please submit a Statement of Income and Expenses from
June 1, 1992 through May 31, 1993 (or such ending date of
your fiscal year period). Show each source of income,
including the amount received from Mr. Fields. Also, please
show detail of expenses paid, including each amount paid to
or for Mr. Fields, and the purpose of such payment, such as
for food, utilities. clothing, house mortgage, house
utilities and maintenance, gas & oil, auto repair and
maintenance, etc.
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ANSWER TO QUESTION 7.

We have submitted this question to our tax—-consultant and
his reply follows:

“7. FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR OF 1992, WE FILED A 990 RETURN WITH YOU
ON WHICH WE LISTED THE AMOUNT OF INCOME AND EXPENSES FOR THE
CALENDAR YEAR OF 1992. WE ARE ATTACHING A COPY OF SAID RETURN FOR
YOUR REVIEW, AND WOULD LIRKE TO OFFER THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
WHICH YOU HAVE REQUESTED:
INCOME: THE AMOUNT SHOWN AS DONATIONS RECEIVED ($8,874.00)
WAS DONATED BY MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS.

EXPENSES: THE AMOUNT SHOWN AS UTILITIES PAID ($1,017.00) WAS
PAID TO MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS TO REIMBURSE HIM FOR THE
UTILITIES, SINCE THE ORGANIZATION OPERATES OUT OF MR. EMMETT
F. FIELDS' HOME, (PARSONAGE) AND THE USE OF THE COPY
MACHINE, ETC. IS THE MAJOR USE OF THE UTILITIES PAID.

NOTE: ALTHO THIS ORGANIZATION IS OPERATED OUT OF THE HOME OF
MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS, WHICH IS OWNED AND PAID FOR BY MR.
EMMETT F. FIELDS, THERE IS NO REIMBURSEMENT PAID TO MR. EMMETT
F. FIELDS FOR THE USE OF THE BUILDING IN 199%92."

Please see letter of December 8, 1992, from Mr. Robert T.
Johnson, District Director of the Cincinnati IRS Regional Office,
concerning the filing of Form 990 for our 1992 tax return, copy
enclosed —-- (see ITEM 7-1)

QUESTION 3.

8. In one of your criticisms on "organized" religion, you
stated "if organized religion was really institutions of 'good
works,' as it claims, it would not need to be "tax—exempt," as
there would be never be any profit, or income, to be taxed."”
In your situation, please fully explain your reasons in
applying for tax exemption which we (sic) considering in this
letter.

ANSWER TO QUESTION 8.

Can the IRS tell any honest American tax-payer who
conscientiously objects to being taxed to support false and harmful
religious institutions can be relieved of paying taxes to support
these treacherous and fraudulent superstitious institutions in the
United States? The dogmas and claims of these o0ld entrenched
religions establishments have long since been disproved.
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Let me furnish an example of the gross religious injustice we
have in the United States today. We enclose a copy of chapter XIV
entitled: 'The Church and Wealth In America.' (copy enclosed, ITEM
8-1) from Theodore Dreiser's book 'Tragic America’' 1931, could it
possibly have been right, Constitutional, American, honest or
really "legal." to have forced Theodore Dreiser to pay even one
penny in additional taxes to make-up for the great tax-exemptions
fraud that "organized" religion did then, and does yet, enjoy? When
we consider Dreiser's well investigated, and his bitter, words of
condemnation of the unscrupulous church business in this book, and
then consider that every one of his books that was sold meant that
he was taxed to support those same corrupt religious institutions
that his book so nobly exposed. I do not see that it is necessary
for the IRS to agree with his religious views -- or my religious
views —-- to realize that it is dreadfully wrong to force him, or
me, to pay the American Religious Tax to support those false,
fraudulent and unscrupulous, blg business organizations called
"churches.”

On September 19, 1992 I sent a list of ten (10) questions to
the IRS office in Cincinnati to get some answers from the IRS as to
what authority -- if any -- and to what limit -- if any -—- the IRS
presumes to collect a religious tax from American citizens who are
not members of any church and who are supposed to have religious
freedom. That Questionnaire I sent to the IRS (see enclosed copy,
ITEM 8-2) was never acknowledged, never answered, never returned.
I can only presume that the IRS, and our Government, cannot answer
these questions, and that religious tax-exemption is pure
government fraud against all non-superstitious and "“non-churched"
American public. As long as American citizens have to pay the huge
tax that "organized" religion 1is not required to pay on the
enormous and hidden wealth owned by churches, we can never have
Religious Liberty in the United States of America.

Also please see my letter of January 22, 1993 to the Office of
the Attorney General of the United States. (see copy enclosed, ITEM
8-3). Let me quote the relevant part of that letter so that it may
throw some light on this rather foolish IRS question:

"In an effort to escape this immoral, un-Constitutional
and discriminatory taxation I have applied to the IRS for a
"church" tax exemption status, (I certainly qualify for this)
and my case has been referred to their main office 1in
Washington. But even if that total tax-exemption is granted it
will not solve my problem. I do not wish to escape my
obligations to support my government —-- National, State and
local. My conscience, my pride and my moral being will not
permit me to live in a society and not pay my rightful part of
the expense of maintaining that society; I cannot, in
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conscience, become a parasite upon my community. Therefore I
do not wish to be relieved of paying that part of my tax
obligation that goes to support my Nation and my community,
but only to be relieved of that immoral and un-constitutional
part that goes to support those established institutions of
religion that parasite themselves upon their comnmunity and
Nation." (end of quote)

In our modern computerized age it is entirely possible to
calculate the amount of additional taxes that must be added to
every tax—paver's tax bill to make up for the taxes that organized
religion does not pay, and it is possible to subtract that
"religious tax" from the tax bills of every American who objects to
being forced to support religious establishments against their
will.

In order for Americans to be relieved of paving the criminal
religious tax it would be necessary for the IRS to audit the books
of organized religion to see what their true holdings and income
and tax obligations are. The recorded "total value" of church real
estate property as shown on the tax books of the Jefferson County
Property Valuation Administration Office, Jefferson County
(Louisville) Kentucky is but a small fraction of the true value of
the tax-exempted church property 1in the Louisville area, my
investigations indicate that the declared total value of church
property shown on the Property Valuation Office's reports for
Jefferson County is far less than 10% of the true value of that
extensive property. And let me assure the IRS that Jefferson County
Kentucky is not unigue in this gross understatement of religious
tax—exempt property. The gross undervaluation of religious property
is necessary to hide the enormous extent of this religious fraud
from the American. My research indicates that about one-fourth of
the tax-money Americans are forced to pay finds its way into the
pockets of organized religion.

The great danger of religious acclamation of huge amounts of
untaxed church wealth and property is mostly hidden from the
general public, such needed information is often left out, or
glossed over, in history books intended for public consumption --
such is the power of organized religion. However the fact remains
that untaxed religious wealth has been the main cause of bloody
revolutions, and the collapse of governments throughout history. We
will enclose a copy of pages 223 to 225 from vol. XII of 'The
Historians' History of the World' 1908, (see ITEM 8-4. enclosed)
these pages give information on Church wealth and power in France
before the French Revolution. It will be found that a very similar
situations of huge amounts of untaxed church property existed in
Russia in 1917, in Mexico at the time of its Revolution, in Spain
before the Spanish Civil War, etc. Organized religion is a parasite
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that drains the wealth of nations and gives nothing back in tax
money to sustain the economy. When I ask the Property Valuation
Administrator in Jefferson County Kentucky. how much property the
churches owned in Jefferson County, she answered: "“We have no
idea." An amazing statement from a person charged with knowing the
value of all the property in her County. Can the IRS tell me how
much wealth is in the hands of religion in the United States? I am
sure the TIRS has "no idea" -- no one can Kknow its true extent. In
the above cases the church wealth in each country was owned by a
single church organization, but in America there are many churches,
and though a church may know the extent of its own wealth it has no
idea of the wealth owned by any other church. (A religious
financial statement is worthless without an outside auditor doing
a meticulous and complete audit of all aspects and departments of
the business.) The enormous extent of this hidden and untaxed
church wealth in America 1is obvious from the high, and ever
increasing, taxes that are demanded of honest tax-paying citizens,
it is evident in the depleted and failing treasuries of our cities
and states, in the huge and ever—increasing National Debt, in the
sales taxes that has came into general use only a short time ago,
in the Lotteries that many States have installed to try to
supplement their eroded tax base. America is already in deep
financial trouble because of religious tax-exemptions and 1if
organized religions are not soon made to account for their great
accumulated wealth, and made to pay their total and rightful taxes
on that enormous wealth, property and income, this Nation cannot
hope to survive. We must not allow religion to destroy our great
Nation.

Also, and it may be of no concern to the IRS as a tax-
gathering agency, but the question must be asked: Can the United
States, or any other government in the world, maintain that
religions, and religious organizations, are outside of any
government scrutiny, investigation or control? Can Anmerica be safe
from infiltration by foreign agents when religion is allowed to
claim immunity from every form of reasonable government inquiry and
investigation? Especially when we consider that many religions and
sects are inseparateably intertwined with unfriendly, and even
hostile, foreign governments. And there are other religions, and
religious organizations, that are powerful international entities
in themselves, whose uncontrolled and uninvestigatable position in
the United States creates an unacceptable and unnecessary danger to
our National Security and to our ‘international position. The answer
is simple: We can no longer afford to allow Anarchy in religion.
The Founding Fathers of this Government was careful to make laws to
protect the religious rights of all citizens, they spoke of Freedom
of Conscience, and Religious Liberty, (never "Freedom Of Religion")
but it is clear that they meant for religious bodies to obey the
laws of the land, just the same as non-religious bodies were, and
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are, required to do. A government must never be permitted to
discriminate among religious bodies and organizations; that is the

beginning of true religious oppression and suppression. The
government cannot say "Baptists? YES; Moslems? NO, Hindus? MAYBE;
Atheists? NO; Mormons? YES; MOONIES?... etc., all laws, limits,

rights, and taxes must be enforced equally upon all organizations,
secular or religious. Only such just and equal treatment of all
organizations in the United States will ensure the safety, Liberty,.
Religious Liberty and the rights of all American citizens and
organizations.

But the above facts concerning the great tax loss due to the
government favored, tax—exempt religious establishment, does not,
in the least, reduce the fact that Point of Wisdom #1 is a genuine
religious entity, and entitled to all the honor, reverence, love,
adoration and tax-exemptions, that is enjoyed by the false and
unscrupulous big business churches.

Honest religious work MUST receive the same treatment, the
same tax—-exemptions, as our government now gives false and
dishonest religions work. When superstitious religious
organizations are made to pay their full and rightful taxes, the
honest Atheist and Freethought religious organizations will be more
than happy to pay their full, honest and fair taxes for the support
of this government. But Atheists cannot, in conscience, contribute
to false and immoral superstitious religious establishments. We
cannot afford to be robbed of money that is so desperately needed
by our own proven and necessary religious work. Let superstitious
religion support their work, and true religion will support ours --
when false religions are made to pay their rightful taxes, we will
gladly pay our rightful taxes.

My full time work, since my retirement, is religious, and
Atheistic religious opinions are at least as legitimate, and far
more valid, than superstitious religious opinions can possibly be.
In spite of all the mountains and tons of scholarly religious tomes
that have been written by learned and well-paid theologians, the
entire domain of religion centers upon one question, and one
question only, to wit: Do gods exist, or do they not? All else is
fraud and deception.

QUESTION ©
9. Please provide us with more information on Mr. Emmett F.

Fields such as his educational training and experience, eXpertise
including business associations.
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ANSWER TO QUESTION 9

We have submitted those questions that are of concern to our
tax—consultant, and this question was NOT among the questions that
he was ask to answer in his official capacity. This accountant is
not of our religious persuasion, however he has chosen to answer
this question because of his long association with, and respect
for, Emmett F. Fields; his considered reply follows:

"9, MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS HAS NO BUSINESS ASSOCIATIONS IN CONNECTION
WITH SAID ORGANIZATION, SINCE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE THERE
ARE NO SUCH BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS. MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS ALSO HAS
NO "FORMAL" COLLEGE CREDITS, SINCE THERE ARE, TO THE BEST OF OUR
KNOWLEDGE, NO "FORMAL" COLLEGE CLASSES IN THIS AREA. HOWEVER, MR.
EMMETT F. FIELDS HAS MADE AN EXTENSIVE STUDY OF SECULAR HUMANISM,
DEISM, RATIONALISM, ATHEISM, FREETHOUGHT, ETC DURING THE PAST
THIRTY (30) YEARS OR MORE, AND DURING THIS TIME FRAME HE HAS
OBTAINED AN EXTENSIVE RESEARCH LIBRARY OF WHICH MANY OF THE
PUBLICATIONS AND BOOKS ARE NOW "OUT OF PRINT", AND UNABLE TO
PURCHASE SAME DIRECTLY FROM THE PUBLISHER. IN ADDITION, OVER THE
PAST THIRTY (30) YEARS OR MORE, MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS HAS MET WITH,
AND CORRESPONDED WITH NUMEROUS OTHER INDIVIDUALS OF THE SAME
CONVICTIONS AS MR. EMMETT F. FIELDS, AND IDEAS, BOOKS,
PUBLICATIONS, AND THOUGHTS HAVE BEEN EXCHANGED EXTENSIVELY."

(end of quote)

During the Christian Middle Ages there was a saying: "Fear the
man of one book." There is a saying today: "Pity the man of one
book."

What is "education?" A Doctor of Divinity (D.D.) may have
spent many yvears in the study of the unknowable; such a person is
schooled in, and probably has read much about those very things
that common sense tells us cannot be known. Even if such a person
has read every theological book ever written, attended every
theological seminary, and even if he/she has been awarded any
number of Doctorates in the field of theology, vet he/she can know
nothing about the unknowable: His credentials may be awesome, but
about the unknowable he knows nothing. All his/her labors have been
wasted, and all his/her great knowledge is useless in the face of
reality. A seminary situation existed in Astronomy before the
Nicolaus Copernicus theory, ‘De revolutionibus orbium,' was
published in 1543. Learned Astronomers had studied all their lives,
the Seven Revolving Celestial Spheres of the heavens; these old
Astronomers knew how their God controlled the rotation; they had
learned much about the beautiful but inaudible celestial music that
these revolving Spheres made; etc. But all that great study and
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knowledge was for naught when the truth was finally revealed by
science and knowledge. There was no Revolving Celestial Spheres,
there was no beautiful inaudible Celestial Music; the learned
guesses had ALL been wrong.

There is an old Greek sayving which is applicable here: "In the
presence of human stupidity, even the gods stand helpless."

The person whom the IRS has here enquired about, Mr. Emmett F.
Fields, the present applicant who is applying for this "church"
tax—-exemption because he has completely escaped from the Christian
system of "un-education," and blind guesses, by a concerted study
of the known and knowable, world and universe; and what is known
about the history of those who claim to know the unknowable. By
this lifetime of study Mr. Emmett F. Fields has risen above all
superstition.

By this prolonged and intense study Mr. Fields, having escaped
those false religious {(Christian and other) teachings that have for
so long retarded the moral and scientific advance our civilization,
has elevated himself, intellectually, until he no longer believes;

that anyone can know the unknowable;

that any person needs to support religious professionals in order
to be religious;

that religious professionalists can serve any useful religious
purpose.

that any person can need to hire another person to be religious for
him or her.

that an honest and sincere person can be sent to a hell regardless
of his/her religious opinions -- or the lack thereof;

that an innocent baby will go to hell (or Limbo) if some fool-
preacher does not sprinkle water on it;

that any kind and gentle person could be happy in a heaven knowing
that there are people suffering in a hell;

that there is a hell;

that there is a heaven;

that there is an after life;

that the grave holds any horrors:
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that saints exist:;

that devils exist;

that angels exist;

that gods exist;

that demons exist:

that a thoughtful and intelligent person ever believed in spooks —-
great or small;

that an all-powerful god had to allow his son (himself!) to be
murdered by mankind in order to forgive mankind;

that an all-good god would allow evil in the world;

that an intelligent god would want to be worshiped;

that organized religion is not a great fraud:

that religion is not, for some, a form of insanity;

that the believer is not a victim of religion, and the tax-payer,
who must pay for the church tax-exemption, is not a victim of our
Christian deteriorated government;

that a god ever communicated with mankind;

that a god ever had anything to do with a human woman; virgin or
not;

that priests and preachers are mostly honest men;
that Biblical sacrifices ever removed anyone's sins;
that the Bible is a good book;

that the earth is less than ten thousand years old;

that guilt can be forgiven without making restorations to the
victims;

that there can be such a thing as divine forgiveness;
that there is such a thing as sin:
that there is such a thing as a soul;
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that most TV Evangelists are honest;

that the primitive writings of half-civilized savages, thousands of
years ago, can be of any real use to us today;

that religion has ever improved morals;

that religious believers are necessarily good people;

that good people are necessarily religious believers;

that any government agency, including the IRS, has any right to
enquire into the religious beliefs of American citizens on any

pretext;

that the IRS is impartial 1in its investigation of religious
organizations for granting a church tax—-exemption;

that there was ever a universal flood;

that a snake ever talked;

that religious institutions should not be held fully responsible
for child abuse by their clerqgy, the same as all other commercial
enterprises;

that adolescent religious indoctrination is not child abuse;

that divines are too good to serve as common soldiers in wartime;

that churches are, in any way, above the laws of our land and
should not be treated the same as all other commercial enterprises;

that equality before the law is not the essence of justice:;
that women are inferior to men;
that church and state are separate in the United States;

that churches do not engage in political activity in the United
States;

that Americans have never gone to prison because of their religious
beliefs in the United States;

that the United States of America has true religious liberty:

that American citizens should be forced to support the religion
racket by granting churches tax-exemption;
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that American courts, and government agencies in America, treat all
religious convictions and organizations equally;

that religious education is a good thing;
that religious education is education;
that there can be any thing, or being, "outside" the universe:

that there can be anything, or any "being," that is "supernatural"
or "outside" of nature;

that Christianity is not the greatest enemy of Liberty that this
nation has ever had;

that a nation can be both Christian and free at the same time;
that people should not read books that religion disapproves of;
that books that question religious teachings are bad;:

that books that question, or disprove, the existence of a god are
bad;

that worldly knowledge is bad:

that religious education, and religious domination of ©public
education, is not destroying the intellectual superiority of the
United States;

that continued deterioration of education because of religion will
not turn the United States into a Fundamentalist Christian nation,

not unlike the Moslem Fundamentalist nations:

that churches should not be regquired to open their books for
government investigation and taxation;

that religion does not give ignorance control over intelligence;
that Christianity can honestly meet the arguments against it;
that there c¢ould be a single minister that would avoid
incarceration if the ordinary laws against fraud, deception,

extortion and racketeering were applied to organized religion:

that religion does not try to suppress all arguments against
superstition;
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that Christianity has not rendered the United States Constitution
ineffective, and made a farce of justice in America;

that the Supreme Court decision in FREDERICK WALZ v TAX COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK was not founded upon religious prejudice;

that the gross injustice of the U.S. Supreme Court's decision in
FREDERICK WALZ v. TAX COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK (churches
have a right to rob non-church members) is not as bad as the Dred
Scott case -- Scott v. Sanford 1857 (blacks are not people.);
that every argument that the majority opinion that the Supreme
Court gave in the FREDERICK WALZ v. TAX COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
NEW YORK case was not a falsehood, or founded upon false religious
information;

that the same religious bigotry that drove dissenters from Europe
to America is not now largely in control of America today;

that the United States is not the most religiously backward nation
in Western Civilization;

that religious beliefs are too sacred to be questioned;
that ministers believe what they preach;
that slander is not the clergy's greatest weapon;

that there is any significant religious diversity among Christian
sects in the United States today;

that the Council of Churches is not a union of organized religious
bodies to more effectively control government and better victimize
the public;

that peace is possible in a religious obsessed world;

that religion has not always been the enemy of progress;

that religion is not based upon fear:

that knowledge is not the greatest enemy of religion;

that "Scientific Creationism"™ is anything more than religious fraud
and foolishness:

that Scientific Creationism is not attacking the very foundations
and credibility of our Nations scientific superiority:
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WHAT HAS BEEN THE MEANS OF THIS
GREAT INTELLECTUAL, ACHIEVEMENT?

In a gallant attempt to find the truth in what seemed to him
a great discrepancy between science and religion ——- the known facts
and Christianity -- Mr. Emmett F. Fields, in his youth, while
serving 1in the United States Marine Corps, 1launched upon a
dedicated study of science and religion to ascertain, if possible,
what is true. This determined study led to the discovery that the
most effective facts and arguments against organized religion is
generally extremely difficult, or impossible, to find. From the
first realization that there is a very effective de-facto
censorship in the Christian dominated part of the world Mr. Fields
has, from that time to this, made a concerted effort to find and
preserve those great works that ascertain the true facts about
religion, these noble works are generally called "Freethought."

What constitutes Freethought literature? and what studies has
Mr. Fields, the present applicant, made to qualify as an specialist
in this field?

Mr. Fields has read, studied, and collected thousands, of
historic —-- Ancient, Medieval, Modern -- European and American, —-—
philosophical, social, religious, physiological, etc. works that
significantly bear upon religious ideas and actions.

A few of the works, listed at random, that have been studied
include:

'THE AGE OF REASON' by Thomas Paine, 1794.
'THE COMPLETE WORKS OF ROBERT G. INGERSOLL' 12 vols. 1901.

'INGERSOLL, A BIOGRAPHICAL APPRECIATION' by Herman E.
Kittredge, 1901.

*AN INTIMATE VIEW OF ROBERT G. INGERSOLL' by I. Newton Baker,
1920. Mr. Baker was Mr. Ingersoll's private secretary for fifteen
years.

'REASON, THE ONLY ORACLE OF MAN' by Col. Ethan allen, 1785.
This was the first Freethought book published in the United States.

'INFIDEL DEATH-BEDS' by G.W. Foote. Revised and updated by
A.D. McLaren, 19207

‘THE RELIGIOUS CORRESPONDENCE OF THOMAS JEFFERSON' by Emmett
F. Fields, 1986. A collection of Jefferson letters that include
significant reference to religion.
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‘*THE QUTCAST' by Winwood Reade, 1933.
‘THE LIFE OF JESUS' by Ernest Renan, 1935.

'WHY I QUIT GOING TO CHURCH' by Rupert Hughes, 1924.

‘ME WOMEN AND

1 ]
AEN, WOMEN, AND GODs by Helen H sardener

(> i< ix 1. T | S S

1885,

'THE TRUTH ABOUT JESUS —-- IS HE A MYTH?' by M.M. Magasarian,
1909.

'IS IT GOD'S WORD' by Joseph Wheless, an examination of the
Christian Bible, 1926.

'FORGERY IN CHRISTIANITY' by Joseph Wheless, an examination of
how and when the Christian Bible was changed and forged, 1930.

'STX HISTORIC AMERICANS' An enquiry into the religious beliefs
of Thomas Paine, Thomas Jefferson, George Washington, Benjamin
Franklin, Abraham Lincoln, and U.S. Grant, by John E. Ramsburg,
1906.

'THE THREE IMPORTERS' Jesus, Mahomet, Moses, author unknown,
said to date from 1230.

'DECENCY IN MOTION PICTURES' by Martin Quigley, a Christian
book that tells how the Jesuit priest Rev. Daniel A. lord, S.J.,
that effectively censored criticism of organized religion --
Christianity. 1937.

'PROFITS OF RELIGION' by Upton Sinclare, 1918.

‘TS THE BIBLE WORTH READING?' by Lemuel K. Washburn, 1911.

'THE WORLD'S 16 CRUCIFIED SAVIORS' by Kersey Graves, 1875.

'THE STORY OF RELIGIOUS CONTROVERSY' by ex—-priest Joseph
McCabe, 1929.

'THE ATHEISM OF ASTRONOMY' by Woolsey Teller, 1938.
Also studied were these PAMPHLETS by Charles Bradlaugh

'HUMANITY'S GAIN FROM UNBELIEF'

'A PLEA FOR ATHEISM'

‘'WHO WAS JESUS CHRIST'

'DOUBTS IN DIALOGUE:

*CHRISTIAN PRIEST AND UNBELIEVER'

'CHRISTIAN PRIEST AND SKEPTIC ON CHRISTMASTIDE'
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And

'A THEIST AND ATHEIST'

'A CURATE AND A DOUBTER'

'MAN OF THE WORLD AND A HERETIC'
'A MISSTIONARY AND AN ATHEIST'

'A CHRISTIAN LADY AND AN INFIDEL'
'CHRISTIAN MISSIONARY AND SKEPTIC'

And these PAMPHLETS by Charles Watts

‘'CLAIMS OF CHRISTIANITY EXAMINED'

"WAS CHRIST A POLITICAL AND SOCIAL REFORMER?'

‘IS THERE A LIFE BEYOND THE GRAVE?'

'EVOLUTION AND SPECIAL CREATION'

‘THE DEATH OF CHRIST'

‘WHY DO RIGHT? - A SECULARIST'S ANSWER'
'SECULARISM: ITS RELATION TO THE SOCIAL PROBLEMS'
'CHRISTIANITY AND CIVILIZATION'

'SECULAR MORALITY: WHAT IS IT?'

'THE SECULARIST'S CATECHISM:'

'SECULARISM: ITS RELATION TO THE SOCIAL PROBLEMS'
'BIBLE MORALITY'

'THE EXISTENCE OF GOD; QUESTIONS FOR THEISTS'
'SAINTS OR SINNERS: WHICH?'

'DISCREDITABLE TACTICS OF CHRISTIAN DISPUTANTS'

And some other PAMPHLETS

'PROTESTANT MENACE TO OUR GOVERNMENT' by L.K. Washburn.
'DEITY AND DESIGN' by Chapman Cohen.

'GIORDANO BRUNO' by John J. Kessler.

'RADIO ADDRESS' by Charles Francis Potter.

'VATICAN POLICY IN THE SECOND WORLD WAR' by L.H. Lehmann.

these 'BIG BLUE BOOKS' published by E. Haldeman-Julius Co.

'IS THEISM A LOGICAL PHILOSOPHY? A debate' Rev. Jenkins/E.H-J.
'"CONFESSIONS OF AN ABORTIONIST' by Martin Avery -- 1939.

'A HISTORY OF THE BRITISH SECULAR MOVEMENT'

'JOSEPH McCABE: FIGHTER FOR FREETHOUGHT. '

And these BIG BLUE BOOKS, also by E. Haldeman-Julius Co.
These are by Joseph McCabe:

'THE LIES and FALLACIES of the ENCYCLOPEDIA BRITANNICA.'
'THE COLUMBIA ENCYCLOPEDIA'S CRIME AGAINST THE TRUTH.'
'TS THE POSITION OF ATHEISM GROWING STRONGER?

'ROME'S SYLLABUS OF CONDEMNED OPINIONS.'

'VICE IN GERMAN MONASTERIES.

THE BLACK INTERNATIONAL, a set of Big Blue Books

by ex-priest Joseph McCabe
(This was to be a twenty volume set.)

25



Point of Wisdom #1

An Institution of Religion (church)
Identification Number 61-1227435
Reply to: E:EO:R:3

'THE VATICAN'S LAST CRIME.'

'HOW THE POPE OF PEACE TRADED IN BLOOD.'

'P"HE POPE HELPS HITLER TO WORLD-POWER.'

'THE VATICAN BURIES INTERNATIONAL LAW.'

'HITLER DUPES THE VATICAN.'

'THE WAR AND PAPAL INTRIGUE.'

'THE PIOUS TRAITORS OF BELGIUM AND FRANCE.’

'THE POPE AND THE ITALIAN JACKAL.'

'ATHEIST RUSSIA SHAKES THE WORLD.'

'FASCIST ROMANISM DEFIES CIVILIZATION.'

'PHE TOTALITARIAN CHURCH OF ROME.'

'THE TYRANNY OF THE CLERICAL GESTAPO.'

'ROME PUTS A BLIGHT ON CULTURE.'

'THE CHURCH THE ENEMY OF THE WORKERS.'

'THE CHURCH DEFIES MODERN LIFE.'

'THE HOLY FAITH OF ROMANISTS.'

'HOW THE FAITH IS PROTECTED.'

'THE ARTISTIC STERILITY OF THE CHURCH.'

'THE FRUITS OF ROMANISM.'

NOTE: The last volume of this series, vol. 20, was suppressed
by the U.S. Government!

In regard to the above nineteen volumes, please note the above
statement that I do not believe "that people should not read books
that religion disapproves of;" In regard to the above books by
McCabe concerning international intrigue by powerful religious
entities, it is a pressing patriotic duty that such books be read,
investigated and evaluated.

And these LITTLE BLUE BOOKS, by E. Haldeman-Julius Co.

'61 REASONS FOR DOUBTING THE INSPIRATICON OF THE BIBLE' by
Robert G. Ingersoll.

"THE MEANING OF ATHEISM' by E. Haldeman—-Julius.

'THE NECESSITY OF ATHEISM' by Percy Bysshe Shelley.

'ABSURDITIES OF THE BIBLE' by Clarence Darrow.

'"FACING LIFE FEARLESSLY' by Clarence Darrow.

'WHY I BELIEVE IN FAIR TAXATION OF CHURCH PROPERTY' by Joseph
McCabe.

Emmett F. Fields has also read and debated the authenticity of
the Christian Bible —- (see enclosed pamphlets 1 and 2 of Fields'
two day debate:; "Is The Bible The Word of God? (ITEM 9-1.)

It may be noted that these works that are listed above are the
same as the 1list of books scanned into computer and listed as
available in electronic form. That is because Emmett F. Fields has
read and corrected the inevitable mistakes that the scanning of old
type-face will produce, therefore these works have all, of
necessity, been read and edited by the applicant and this list 1is
only a very small part of the endless Freethought studies that he
has pursued.
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In addition to the above, hundreds more can be added to the
Freethought studies of the applicant. Some of the more important
works studied would include:

‘A HISTORY OF THE WARFARE OF SCIENCE WITH THEOLOGY 1IN
CHRISTENDOM' by A.D. White, co-founder of Cornel University, two
vols. 1896.

'FOUR HUNDRED YEARS OF FREETHOUGHT' by Samuel P. Putnam, 189%4.
*MY DUEL WITH THE VATICAN' by Alfred Loisy, 1924.
'TRAGIC AMERICA' by Theodore Dreiser, 1931.

'FIFTY YEARS OF FREETHOUGHT; Story of the Truth Seeker from
1875' by George E. Macdonald, two vols. 1931.

‘THE DEVIL'S PULPIT' by Rev. Robert Taylor, a series of
sermons delivered by Taylor in 1827.

'WOMAN, CHURCH & STATE' by Matilda Joslyn Gage, 1893.

'*THE CHRIST: A Critical Review and Analysis of the Evidence of
His Existence' by John E. Ramsburg, 1909.

‘THE EVOLUTION OF THE IDEA OF GOD' by Grant Allen, 1931.
Time and space demand that this list must be ended.

Mr. Emmett F. Fields has delivered a number of public talks on
the subject of Atheism, Freethought, American Government, the
Christian Bible, etc. So far only one of these talks have been
published. Enclosed find "Atheism, An Affirmative View" (ITEM 9-2.)
And Mr. Fields hopes to soon publish: "Emmett F. Fields and the
IRS: An Enquiry Into Religious Tax Exemptions.

QUESTION 10.

10. If we determine that you are exempt under section

501 (c) (3) of the Code, please state if you are willing to be
classified, for foundation purposes, as a public charity
under sections 509(a) (1) and 170(b) (1) (A) (vi) or under
section 509(a) (2). If not, and if you are pursuing
classification under sections 509(a) (1) and 170(b) (1) (A) (i),
please provide us with your reasons how you meet such
classification.

ANSWER TO QUESTICN 10.

Point of Wisdom #1 is a religious organization representing
the Freethought, Atheism, and Reason in Religious position, and
so we are a "church" no less than any religious organization that
represents the dubious position of superstition and mythology in

27



Point of Wisdom #1

An Institution of Religion (church)
Identification Number 61-1227435
Reply to: E:EQO:R:3

belief, and so we certainly must be considered a church in EVERY
way. Therefore, we deserve, and demands, full recognition as a
"church" with all the exemptions, privileges, advantages and
benefits that so—-called "supernatural" religions have so
immorally extracted from our government over the years —-— we will
accept nothing less. We are applying for the identical status,
immunities, privileges and tax—-exemptions as the Mormon Church,
the Lutheran Church, the Baptist Church, the Roman Church, the
Church of Christ, the Jehovah's Witness, and all the other such
cults, sects and churches have been granted. In religion the
heros must have the same advantages as the villains.

Again we have submitted this misleading question, number
ten, (10) to our very qualified tax-consultant. His answer
follows:

"10. NO, WE WOULD NOT BE WILLING TO BE CLASSIFIED, FOR FOUNDATION
PURPOSES, AS A PUBLIC CHARITY UNDER SECTIONS 509(a) (1) AND 170
(b) (1) (A)(vi) OR UNDER SECTION 509 (a) (2), BECAUSE IT IS OUR
CONVICTION THAT WE DO QUALIFY FOR CLASSIFICATION AS A "“CHURCH".
IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
MAINTAINS TWO (2) BASIC GUIDELINES IN DETERMINING THAT AN
ORGANIZATION MEETS THE RELIGIOUS PURPOSES TEST, WHICH ARE:

"(A) THAT THE PARTICULAR RELIGIOUS BELIEFS OF THE
ORGANIZATION ARE TRULY AND SINCERELY HELD, AND (B) THAT THE
PRACTICES AND RITUALS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ORGANIZATION'S
RELIGIOUS BELIEFS OR CREED ARE NOT ILLEGAL OR CONTRARY TO CLEARLY
DEFINED PUBLIC POLICY."

IT IS ALSO OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT WE AND THE INTERNAL
REVENUE SERVICE SHOULD CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING POINTS:

"(A) THE ORGANIZATIONS ACTIVITIES IN FURTHERANCE OF ITS
BELIEFS MUST BE EXCLUSIVELY RELIGIOUS, AND (B) AN ORGANIZATION
WILL NOT QUALIFY FOR EXEMPTION IF IT HAS A SUBSTANTIAL NONEXEMPT
PURPOSE OF SERVING THE PRIVATE INTERESTS OF ITS FOUNDER OR THE
FOUNDER'S FAMILY."

WE RESPECTFULLY [CONTEND] THAT WE DO QUALIFY UNDER THE ABOVE
STATED CRITERTA, AS STATED IN FORM 1023, AND WE RESPECTFULLY
REQUEST THAT APPROVAL BE GRANTED TO US AS A "CHURCH"."

(end of quote)

Please send us your reply as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
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Louisville, KY 40217
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Emplover Identification Number: 61-1227435
Key District: Cincinnati

Dear Applicant:

We have considered your application for recegnition of
exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code

The information submitted indicates that you were formed on
May 1, 1992. Article Third of your Articles of Association
states that your purposes are "to evangelize, proselytize and
expound the religious beliefs of Atheism and Freethought; and to
collect, preserve, publish, reproduce, broadcast and distribute,
by every modern means, the wealth of elevating and enlightening
religious information now in existence, and to research and
create new and needed like religious information for the moral
and religious elevation of society."

Your application listed Emmett F. Fields as the only member
of your governing body as a Director. Mr. Fields also holds the
title of Free Scholar. 1In 1989, Mr. Fields established the Bank
of Wisdom (the "BOW"), as a for-profit entity engaged in the
electronic publishing business. Mr. Fields advises that BOW has
been reorganized with you as your department. BOW, however, did
operate the electronic publishing business since 1989 prior to
your formation in 1992 as shown by your submission of financial
statements on BOW's operation in 1389, 1990 and 1991.

In your operation you will succeed to the business of BOW,
now a department in your operation, of gathering and reproducing
information and materials on freethought in modern electronic
forms. All distribution of materials, however, will be done
still under the name of BOW.

You also operate a computer bulletin board service, a
database containing files on freethought literature and material
which can be accessed and downloaded by users. You also preserve
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literature in microfiche form. A future plan is to produce
newsletters or magazines to be included in the bulletin board.

You will not charge, but will solicit "contributions", for
your services and activities. You stated that you will ask for a

deonation c¢f at least a large encugh amocunt to cover the cost of

the electronic media, material, postage, etc.

Currently, your funds are mostly contributed by Mr. Fields.
Funds are used for expenses related to reproduction of material
and literature, and acquisition and maintenance of electronic
equipment. In addition, your funds are used for the day to day
living expenses of Mr. Fields, such as food, clothing, gasoline,
0il, and automobile expenses, including the payment of utilities
and other maintenance expenses of Mr. Fields' house.

You requested classification as a church under section
170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code. You call yourself an Institution of
Religion and distinguish yourself from other religious
organizations. You operate your Institution of Religion in the
house of Mr. Fields. The house is also used as parsonage
of Mr. Field for his job title of Free Scholar.

Section 501(c) (3) of the Code provides exemption to
organizations organized and operated exclusively for religious,
educational, charitable or other exempt purposes, no part of the
net earnings of which inures to the benefit of any private
shareholder or individual.

Section 1.501(a)-1(c) of the Income Tax Regulations provides
that the words "private shareholder or individual" in section 501
refer to persons having a personal and private interest in the
activities of the organization.

Section 1.501(c)(3)-1(c) (1) of the regulations provides that
an organization will be regarded as "operated exclusively" for
one or more exempt purposes only if it engages primarily in
activities which accomplish one or more exempt purposes specified
in section 501(c)(3). An organization will not be so regarded if
more than an insubstantial part of its activities is not in
furtherance of an exempt purpose.

Section 1.501(c)(3)~-1(c) (2) of the regulations provides that
an organization is not operated exclusively for one or more
exempt purposes 1f its net earnings inure in whole or in part to
the benefit of private shareholders or individuals.

Section 1.501(c) (3)-1(d) (1) (ii) of the regulations provides
that an organization is not organized and operated exclusively
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for one or more exempt purposes unless it serves a public rather

than a private interest. Thus, to meet the requirements of this

subdivision, it is necessary for an organization to establish

that it is not organized or operated for the benefit of

private interests such as designated individuals, the creators,
AYreaT o B A 2 ot e e T e T et e 1~ T Al A;vnr\tl‘r

shareholders of the organization or persons controlled, direc
or indirectly, by such private interests.

In Better Business Bureau of Washington, D.C., Inc. v.
United States, 326 U. S. 279 (1945), the Supreme Court of the
United States interpreted the requirement in section 501 (c) (3)
that an organization be "operated exclusively" by indicating that
in order to fall within the claimed exemption, an organization
must be devoted to exempt purposes exclusively. This plainly
means that the presence of a single non-exempt purpose, if
substantial in nature, will destroy the exemption regardless of
the number and importance of truly exempt purposes.

In Beth-El Ministries, Inc. v. U.S., 79-2 U.S.T.C., 9412,
the court was asked to determine whether the organization is a
religious organization exempt under section 501(c) (3) of the
Code. Members donated their salaries to the organization which
in turn provided the members with living expenses such as food,
clothing, shelter and other benefits. The court found that the
organization was not operated exclusively for religious purposes
because its net earnings inured to the benefit of members, and
thus, was not exempt under section 501(c) (3).

In Church of Modern Enlightenment v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo
1988-312 (July 25, 1988), an organization was formed for
religious purposes and to operate a church. The organization's
sole source of income was contributions received from its
principal officer of his full salaries from outside employment.
The organization's funds were used primarily for payment of
parsonage expenses and contributions. The parsonage expenses
were living expenses of the principal officer and the
contributions were payments of the officer's withholding taxes on
salaries from outside employment. The Tax Court memorandum
indicates that the organization is not exempt under section
501 (c) (3) of the Code because the organization is not operated
exclusively for religious purposes and that its income inures to
the benefit of a private individual. See also Good Friendship
Temple v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo 1988-313 9 (July 25, 1988).

In New Life Tabernacle v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo 1982-367
(1982), the petitioner is engaged in conducting weekly worship
services, prayer services and Bible study. The petitioner's
income consists of contributions from members' salaries from
employment in secular jobs and income from social security.
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Substantially all of the funds are used for the payment of
members' living expenses such as food, clothing, housing,
utilities, automobile expenses and weekly allowances. The
petitioner was held not to qualify for exemption under section
501(c) (3) of the Code because the petitioner's net income inures
to the benefit of private individuals.

a 1
income is from contributions from Mr. Fields. Mr. Fields is your
sole director and officer, and by virtue of his position has
control over your operation. In turn, you direct a substantial
part of your income and assets for the payment of iiving expenses
of Mr. Fields. The above indicates not only are you serving the
private benefit of a private individual, but your income inures
to the benefit of a private individual. Therefore, you are not
operated exclusively for one or more exempt purposes pursuant to
sections 1.501(c) (3)~-1(c) (1), 1.501(c)(3)~-1(c)(2) and
1.501(c)(3)=1(d) (1) (ii) of the regulations since you have a
substantial non-exempt purpose of operating for the private
benefit of your creator. See also Better Business Bureau.

You are indistinguishable from the organizations described
in Beth-El Ministries, Inc., Church of Modern Enlightenment,
Good Friendship Temple, and New Life Tabernacle court cases found
not to qualify for exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the Code.

Accordingly, we rule that you do not qualify for exemption
under section 501(c) (3) of the Code.

We have also considered your request for classificaticn as a
church under section 170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code.

Section 1.511-2(a) (3)(ii) of the regqulations provides that
the term "church" includes a religious organization if such
organization is an integral part of a church, and is engaged in
carrying out the functions of a church, whether as a civil law
corporation or otherwise. A religious organization shall be
considered to be engaged in carrying out the functions of a
church if its duties include the ministration of sacerdotal
functions and the conduct of religious services.

In Spiritual Outreach Society v.Commissioner, 927 F.2d 335
(8th Cir. 1991), the appellate court determined that the
organization is not a church by adopting fourteen criteria as a
guide. These criteria or characteristics are: (1) a distinct
legal existence; (2) a recognized creed and form of worship; (3)
a definite and distinct ecclesiastical government; (4) a formal
code of doctrine and discipline; (5) a distinct religious
history; (6) a membership not associated with any church or
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denomination; (7) a complete organization of ordained ministers
ministering to their congregations; (8) ordained ministers
selected after completing prescribed courses of study; (9) a
literature of its own; (10) established places of worship; (11)
regular- congregations; (12) regular religious services; (13)
sunday schools for the religious instruction of the young; and
(14) schools for the preparation of its ministers. See also
Lutheran Society Services of Minn. v. U.S., 758 F.2d 1283 (8th
cir. 1985), and American Guidance Foundation, Inc. v.U. S., 490
F. Suppl. 304 (D.D.C. 1980).

The court in American Guidance Foundation, Inc., citing
Chapman v. Commissioner, 48 T.C. 358, stated that while somwe of
the fourteen characteristics are minor, others, e.g., the
existence of an established congregation served by an organized
ministry, the provisions of regular religious services and
religious education for the young, and the dissemination of a
doctrinal code, are of central importance. Further, the court
stated that at a minimum, a church includes a body of believers
or communicants that assembles regularly in order to worship.

In First Church of in Theo v. Commissioner, T.C.M. 19892-16
(January 10, 1989), the Tax Court upheld the government's
position that an organization whose religious purposes were
accomplished through the writing, publishing, and distribution of
religious literature rather than through the regular assembly of
a group of believers to worship together was not a church within
the meaning of section 170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code. The Court
stated that while the sincerity of the organization's religious
purposes was unguestionable, it failed to demonstrate the
requisite associational activities necessary to support that it
was a church.

With respect to your classification as a church, it is our
conclusion that the information presently contained in the
administrative record fails to establish that you are a church.
The information presented indicates that you do not have a
definite and distinct ecclesiastical government; a formal code of
doctrine and discipline, established places of worship; and
regular religious services. You have failed to show that you
have in place a system of moral practice directly resulting from
an adherence to your beliefs that is designed for members to
observe the tenets of your beliefs. In this regard, while we do
not question the validity or content of your beliefs, you have
not demonstrated that your beliefs occupy a place in the lives of
your members parallel to that filled by God in the lives of
traditionally religious persons. Additionally, the evidence does
not show that you have an established congregation served by an
organized ministry, and religious education for the young.
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Rather, the evidence submitted shows that you promote your
beliefs primarily through gathering, reproducing and distributing
literature.

Therefore, you are not-a church within the meaning of
section 170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code. Additionally, in the event
that you qualify for exemption under section 501(c) (3), you
should be classified as a private foundation under section 509(a)
because you have not demonstrated that YOU will be publicly
supported within the meaning of section 170(b) (1(A) (vi) or
509 (a) (1) .

Contributions to you are not deductible under section 170 of
the Code.

You are required to file federal income tax returns on Form
1120.

You have the right to protest our ruling if you believe that
it is incorrect. To protest, you should submit a statement of
your views, with a full explanation of your reasoning. This
statement must be submitted within 30 days cf the date of this
letter and must be signed by one of your officers. You also have
a right to a conference in this office after your statement is
submitted. If you want a conference, you must request it when
you file your protest statement. If you are to be represented by
someone who is not one of your officers, he/she must file a
proper power of attorney and otherwise qualify under our
Conference and Practice Requirements.

If you do not protest this ruling in a timely manner, it
will be considered by the Internal Revenue Service as a failure
to exhaust available administrative remedies. Section 7428(b) (2)
of the Code provides, in part, that a declaratory judgement or
decree under this section shall not be issued in any proceeding
unless the Tax Court, the Claims Court, or the District Court of
the United States for the District of Columbia determines that
the organization involved has exhausted administrative remedies
available to it within the Internal Revenue Service.

If we do not hear from you within 30 days, this ruling will
become final and copies will be forwarded to your key District
Director in Cincinnati, Ohio. Thereafter, if you have any
questions about your federal income tax status, including
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gquestions concerning reporting requirements, please contact your
key District Director.

Sincerely,

'3.‘t_l ey ,1{ g ,/1f;: ce A

Edward K. Karcher
Chief, Exempt Organizations
Rulings Branch 3

{



POINT of WISDOM #1
514 Eastern Parkway
Louisville, KY 40217

{An Institution of Religion)

February 28, 1994

Internal Revenue Service Point of Wisdom #1
Department of the Treasury 514 Eastern Parkway
Attention, Mr. Orcino Liouisville, KY 40217-1818

Washington D.C. 20224
Reference: CP:E:EO:R3

Reply to IRS Rejection Letter, Dated FEB. 10, 1994.
My Dear IRS Friends:

I do herein vigorously PROTEST and REJECT the decision of the
IRS to deny the Religious Institution Point of Wisdom #1 (POW#1)
the equal religious rights, and special privileges, accorded to
government established churches and religious institutions. I also
object to the misunderstanding of plainly stated information, and
especially to the conclusion that this religious organization and
activities "are indistinguishable from"” the organizations described
in Beth-El Ministries, Inc., Church of Modern Enlightenment, Good
Friendship Temple, and New Life Tabernacle.

The IRS rejection of the POW#1 application was not only wrong,
unfair and unjust, it is an insult to the labor, time, money,
devotion and determination that Emmett F. Fields has put into his
religious efforts for the advancement of the factual, moral and
historically established religious belief of Freethought and
Atheism. The IRS's accusation that Emmett F. Fields does, has,
will, or might, derive personal monetary or worldly gain from his
committed religious activity, that he has so selflessly labored for
and is now engaged in, is absolutely slanderous.

To what advantage would it be for POW#1l to request a
conference in the Offices of the Holy Inqguisition of the IRS? On
the issue of Religious Liberty there can be NO compromise. Let us
do everything in writing so that it can be submitted to the high
court of public opinion; and to the courts of justice in the
inevitable appeals that must follow. I am sure that as the IRS
Inquisitor reads this reply he/she will agree that no remedies
within the IRS are possible; this case MUST go to the Courts.

Now, Dear Friends, let us get down to business. I will go
through your Rejection Letter paragraph by paragraph and answer
each objection, misunderstanding, slander or accusation as fully,
clearly and completely as possible, as I have done in all previous
correspondences. Please try to understand what is being said as we
are dealing here with religious ideas that are not generally known

1
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and understood. Ignorance of the 1long established religious
concepts of Atheism and Freethought is not to be considered a mark
upon the intelligence of the IRS Inquisitor, but is a testimonial
to the successful misrepresentation and suppression of religious
information and values that differ from the beliefs of currently
established "supernatural religions. To defeat that suppression and
slander is one of the main purposes of POW#1.

Paragraph one, page 1, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
"We have considered your application for recognition of
exemption under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code"

Comment: No response is necessary to this statement as we will
assume this was done.

Paragraph two, page 1, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"The information submitted indicates that you were formed on
May 1, 1992. Article Third of your Articles of Association states
that your purposes are "to evangelize, proselytize and expound the
religious beliefs of Atheism and Freethought; and to collect,
preserve, publish, reproduce, broadcast and distribute, by every
modern means, the wealth of elevating and enlightening religious
information now in existence, and to research and create new and
needed like religious information for the moral and religious
elevation of society.""

Comment: Please take note that POW#1 is actively engaged in
evangelizing, proselytizing and expounding the religious beliefs of
Atheism and Freethought, NOT Christianism, Judaism, Hinduism, etc.
This is important to remember throughout this protest of your
unjust ruling. The court and legal cases, cited in other parts of
the IRS Rejection Letter, is clearly assuming that only the
peculiar religious characteristics and practices of government
established "supernatural” religions can be used as a manual for
all other religious entities, beliefs and organizations. As we are
not promoting such doctrines, we fall under neither the court's nor
the IRS's narrow description of religion. We are not at all as they
are, and our activities and methods are, and must be, entirely
different. It is entirely presumptuous of the IRS, or the courts,
to DICTATE what is proper religious activity and what is not. Soon
the government will be throwing to the lions all who do not fall
within the narrow definition of government approved and established
religious belief. We will come back to this important point as
occasion arises.

Paragraph three, page 1, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"Your application listed Emmett F. Fields as the only member
of your governing body as a Director. Mr. Fields alsco holds the
title of Free Scholar. In 1989, Mr. Fields established the Bank of
Wisdom (the “"BOW"), as a for-profit entity engaged in the
electronic publishing business. Mr. Fields advises that BOW has
been reorganized with you as your department. BOW, however, d4id
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operate the electronic publishing business since 1989 prior to your
formation in 1992 as shown by your submission of financial
statements on BOW's operation in 1989, 1990 and 1991."

Comment: POW#1l, at the demand of the IRS, listed another person
who signed its papers; but this false IRS statement aside, it is
not unusual for an individual to have deep religious convictions
and to follow religious information and customs that have not been
discovered by the general public. Many thoughtful people throughout
history have had, and many people today have, deep personal
religious convictions that varies greatly from the religious
beliefs accepted by society at large; such has been the case with
all the founders of today's religions. And such is the case with
Emmett F. Fields, and many, many others who have thought and
investigated, and can no longer accept the fables and false claims
of commercial religions. Such thoughtful people abhor the bad
characteristics that always seem to become a part of established,
money hungry, religious c¢reeds. The main work of religions
organizations is to prevent thought, investigation and intellectual
progress; progress is always seen as HERESY. When Emmett F. Fields
established the Bank of Wisdom it was to promote investigation and
individuality in religious belief, and at the same time to avoid
all the shameful characteristics associated with organized
religions. One characteristic of all established religions is tax-
fraud. Religions always deviously engrosses themselves into
government and then, among other shameful things, has themselves
declared tax-exempt. In other forms of criminal activity such
standard conduct would be called "modus operandi."”

In an effort to disassociate true religion from the taint of
false religions, Emmett F. Fields established The Bank of Wisdom as
an honest tax-paying entity. But in 1990, when a conspiracy of
state and church in Kentucky let organized religion make its ‘'great
leap of greed’ by having the Kentucky Constitution changed to their
own greedy satisfaction. Mr. Fields began an in depth study of the
degree of the religious fraud involved in religious tax exemptions
in Kentucky and in the United States. He was appalled at the
enormous extent of the crime. It became apparent that Mr. Fields,
in his dedicated effort to promote his true religion, was being
forced by the Commonwealth of EKentucky to contribute a 1large
proportion of his meager resources to support the rich, commercial,
State established, churches -- the same organizations that he was
endeavoring to expose. In the year and a half between the shameful
destruction of all pretense of restrictions on religious tax
exemptions in Kentucky, November 6, 1990, and his application to
the IRS for an 'Institution of Religion®' (church) tax exemption,
Mr. Fields made every attempt to expose and alleviate the religious
crimes he discovered. All efforts failed. Therefore, Emmett F.
Fields had no choice but to found a religious entity that reflected
the enlightened and true religious attitude necessary for real
honesty and social progress. Thus on May 1, 1992, POW#1l was created
and an application was made to the IRS for a “"church" tax
exemption. Remember, as has been repeatedly stated in replies to
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the IRS, in no way was there ever an attempt to escape paying the
proper tax necessary for the operation of our government; Federal,
State or local. It has again and again been stated that neither
Emmett F. Fields, the Bank of Wisdom, nor POW#1l, sought to becone
another religious parasite upon this Nation or upon 1local
governments; but prejudice has no ears. We have always insisted
that, once religious tax exemptions are granted to POW#1l that we
would voluntarily demand the right to pay our full and proper tax
for the support and operation of the government —- as any true and
moral religion would. The stated purpose for seeking a religious
tax exempt status was so that we would not be obliged to pay the
religious tax -- that part of everyone's taxes that goes into the
pockets of organized religion. About one dollar in every four that
Americans pay in taxes goes to support organized religion!

As was well shown in the financial statements that the IRS
mentions in the above paragraph, no profit was derived (nor was
meant to be derived) from the operation and activities of the Bank
of Wisdom in 1989, 1990, and 1991. It was then, and it is now,
strictly a religious and intellectual endeavor.

Paragraph four, page 1, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"In your operation you will succeed to the business of BOW,
now a department in your operation, of gathering and reproducing
information and materials on freethought in modern electronic
forms. All distribution of materials, however, will be done still
under the name of BOW."

Comment: The IRS wording of paragraph four, above, is obviously in

error; the words "succeed to" should have been "continue."” With
this correction, and the exXclusion of the unnecessary word
"however,” in the last sentence, the paragraph becomes reasonably
sensible.

Paragraph five, page 1, of the IRS5 Rejection Letter reads:

"You also operate a computer bulletin board service, a
database containing files on freethought literature and material
which can be accessed and downloaded by users. You also preserve
literature in microfiche form. A future plan is to produce
newsletters or magazines to be included in the bulletin board.”

Comment: One omission in the above paragraph needs to be
corrected: In the IRS statement about the "computer bulletin board
service,"” 1t 1s necessary to emphasize that the Louisville
Freethought BBS, (502) 635-0204, is a FREE BBS, there is no fee for
membership, for participation, nor for downloading files, as is
customary with almost all other BBS services. Remember this when we
come to that part of the IRS Rejection Letter that accuses Emmett
F. Fields of a money motive for his religious activities.

The statement; "You also preserve literature in microfiche
form" is about to become a reality. We are in the process of
collecting more Freethought material in paper and on microform (in
microfilm and microfiche form) in order to microfilm new material
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and to preserve Freethought microform material already in
existence. Future plans for a magazine or newsletter to be posted
on the Freethought BBS, as well as distributed in printed form
through the mails, is still in place, but now Court appeals of this
unconstitutional IRS religious discrimination will delay it
indefinitely.

Paragraph six, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"You will not charge, but will solicit "contributions®”, for
your services and activities. You stated that you will ask for a
donation of at least a large enough amount to cover the cost of the
electronic media, material, postage, etc."

Comment: The financial resources of Emmett F. Fields are limited,
and while much of POW#1's religious activities, etc. are cheerfully
distributed free wherever bpossible, and the cost thereof gladly
absorbed by Mr., Fields, it 1is certainly necessary that POW#1
receive contributions in order to do the religious work that must
be accomplished. As in all projects, religious or profane, the more
funds available the greater the progress that can be accomplished.

Paragraph seven, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

“Currently, your funds are mostly contributed by Mr. Fields.
Funds are used for expenses related to reproduction of material and
literature, and acqguisition and nmaintenance of electronic
equipment. In addition, your funds are used for the day to day
living expenses of Mr. Fields, such as food, clothing, gasoline,
0il, and automobile expenses, including the payment of utilities
and other maintenance expenses of Mr. Fields' house.”

PROTEST: This paragraph is certainly NOT true, the IRS knows full
well that no funds of POW#1l, has ever been used for the private
living expenses of Mr. Fields. The IRS certainly has available to
it the private tax returns of Emmett F. Fields for the years
mentioned in their Rejection Letter; see paragraph three, page 1
above, and in each of those years there was a tax return filed for
the "for-profit” religious business, Bank of Wisdom, and a
separate, PERSONAL, tax return filed for Emmett F. Fields. The tax
returns for those years listed the investments of capital made to
the Bank of Wisdom by Emmett F. Fields, and these capital
investments did not, and could not, include funds "used for the day
to day living expenses of Mr. Fields."” The tax return filed for
POW#1 in 1992 was filed on form 990, as directed by the IRS, and
used exactly the same procedure as before, except that the
"capital"” investments, that was listed in the Bank of Wisdom case
was properly filed as "donations” to the Institution of Religion
POW#1, and NO personal expenses was listed as religious expenses on
that Form other than a reasonable amount claimed for the additional
e¢lectricity used in the operation of Point of Wisdom #1 electronic
equipment, and additional air conditioning needed, (see page 12 of
my reply sent to your office July 22, 1993). No “"household"®
expenses have ever been claimed. All this information was available
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to the TIRS before the false and slanderous accusations in this
paragraph were made.

Paragraph eight, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"You requested classification as a church under section
170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code. You call yourself an Institution of
Religion and distinguish yourself from other religious
organizations. You operate your Institution of Religion in the
house of Mr. Fields. The house is alsc used as parsonage of Mr.
Field for his job title of Free Scholar.”

PROTEST: This paragraph is false. POW#1 has never requested
classification as a church under your undefined section
170(b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code, and as the IRS code is not explained,
we have no idea what it means. POW#1 has applied for an exemption
only under Section 501(c)(3). (In tirades of IRS hieroglyphics it
is necessary to define the meaning or rule behind these meaningless
characters.)

The statement: "You call yourself an Institution of Religion
and distinguish yourself from other religious organizations." 1is
totally untrue. Under an Amendment to the Constitution of Kentucky,
enacted on November 6, 1990, the word "church,” for religious tax
exemption purposes, was replaced by the term "Institutions of
Religion™ to denote all religious bodies, organizations,
affiliates, etc. etc. in Kentucky that were thereafter to be tax
exempt. Therefore, it was the Commonwealth of Kentucky, and NOT
POW#1, that chose the title "Institution of Religion."” And so we
must use the term "Institution of Religion"” NOT to “"distinguish"
ourselves from other religious organizations in Kentucky, as the
IRS falsely claims, but to render ourselves the same as all other
tax exempt religious organizations in Kentucky.

If the IRS had bothered to read the materials included in
Point of Wisdom #1's original Application to the IRS the IRS would
have known the reason that POW#1l is designated as an ‘'Institution
of Religion.' I will reproduce the relevant information to refresh
his/her memory:

May 1, 1992
"Internal Revenue Service
EP/EO Division
P.O. Box 3159
Cincinnati, OH 45201
Dear Friends:

“For the purpose of religious tax-exemptions the
Constitution of Kentucky has been amended, as of November 6,
1990, and replaces the word "church” with the more proper term
“Institution of Religion." It is entirely good and correct
that this change of wording was done. The word "church,"” for
an assembly hall for religious purposes, is peculiar to the
Christian religion and is discriminatory against all other
institutions of religion. Such preference terminology is not
in harmony with current Equal Rights and Civil Rights laws and
should be corrected and modernized on Federal Forms also.
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Therefore to be in agreement with Kentucky Constitutional
law, and current proper usage, all instances of "church"” in
the enclosed applications is read to mean the more correct and
proper “"Institution of Religion.” This correction does not
change the meaning and purpose of the Applications., but
eliminates the preferential term that is offensive to Moslems,
Jews, Atheists, and all other non-Christian religious beliefs.

Emmett F. Fields,
Director, Point of Wisdom #1"
As will be seen in regard to many of the IRS qguestions that
follow, the narrow, offensive, discriminatory, sectarian religious
terminology the IRS uses certainly needs to be corrected and

modernized.
The house of Mr. Fields is the headguarters, conference place,
Research Library, workshop, BBS station, parsonage, and an

important link in Freethought's Underground Railroad of Truth, and
many other things for POW#1l; a most invigorating environment.

Paragraph nine, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"Section 501(c) (3) of the Code provides exemption to
organizations organized and operated exclusively for religious,
educational, charitable or other exempt purposes, no part of the
net earnings of which inures to the benefit of any private
shareholder or individual.”

Comment: I am glad we have got back to the good old 501{(c) (3) that
POW#1 filed under in the first place. The requirements for Section
501(c) (3), as defined in this paragraph, certainly describes POW#1
perfectly in both the exclusively religious part, and in the "no
part of the net earnings" part, therefore there should have been no
problem with the government, IRS, recognizing Point of Wisdom as
yet another of its unconstitutionally established churches.

Paragraph ten, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"Section 1.501(a)-1(c) of the Income Tax Regulations provides
that the words "private shareholder or individual” in section 501
refer to persons having a personal and private interest in the
activities of the organization.”

Comment: Thank you for stating the meaning of Section 1.501(a)-
1(c), that allows me to respond to the statement. Now if by
"persons having a personal and private interest in the activities
of the organization.” means having a g¢great personal and private
interest in the achievement and success of the religious
institution, POW#1l, Mr. Fields certainly does have a very dgreat
personal, non-material, interest in the advance of that religious
institution and the great religious ideals it embodies. But if by
"persons having a personal and private interest in the activities
of the organization."” it is meant a quest of personal and private
greed, then, as the IRS knows, the paragraph certainly does not
characterize Mr. Fields' interest in this distinguished religious
organization.
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Paragraph eleven, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"Section 1.501(c) (3)~-1(c) (1) of the regulations provides that
an organization will be regarded as "operated exclusively” for one
or more exempt purposes only if it engages primarily in activities
which accomplish one or more exempt purposes specified in section
501(c) (3). An organization will not be so regarded if more than an
insubstantial part of its activities is not in furtherance of an
exempt purpose.”

Comment: Good; according to the above paragraph POW#1 qualifies on
all accounts.

Paragraph twelve, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

Section 1.501(c)(3)-1(c)(2) of the regulations provides that
an organization is not operated exclusively for one or more exempt
purposes 1if its net earnings inure in whole or 1in part to the
benefit of private shareholders or individuals.

Comment: Fine! This paragraph certainly does not pertain to Point
of Wisdom #1. Again we qualify on all accounts.

Paragraph thirteen, page 2, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

Section 1.501(c) (3)-1(d) (1) (ii) of the regulations provides
that an organization is not organized and operated exclusively for
one or more exempt purposes unless it serves a public rather than
a private interest. Thus, to meet the requirements of this
subdivision, it is necessary for an organization to establish that
it is not organized or operated for the benefit of private
interests such as designated individuals, the creators,
shareholders of the organization or persons controlled, directly or
indirectly, by such private interests.”

Comment: POW#1 has certainly established that it is not organized
or operated for the benefit of private interests, as was amply
shown in its 990 tax return, and in its several replies to IRS
inguires, and so, again, we certainly do gqualify wunder this
paragraph also.

Paragraph fourteen, page 3, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"In Better Business Bureau of Washington, D.C., Inc. v. United
States, 326 U. S. 279 (1945), the Supreme Court of the United
States interpreted the requirement in section 501(c¢) (3) that an
organization be "operated exclusively” by indicating that in order
to fall within the claimed exemption, an organization must be
devoted to exempt purposes exclusively. This plainly means that the
presence of a single non-exempt purpose, if substantial in nature,
will destroy the exemption regardless of the number and importance

of truly exempt purposes.”

Comment: Although the case in this paragraph is not related to
religion, yet it certainly seems a reasonable restriction for all
tax exempt organizations. And as POW#1 is certainly devoted to one
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exempt purposes exclusively, religion, and does not have "a single
non—exempt purpose” there is no reason why Point of Wisdom #1 does
not fully qualify.

Paragraph fifteen, page 3, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

“In Beth-El Ministries, Inc. v. U.S., 79-2 U.S.T.C., 9412, the
court was asked to determine whether the organization is a
religious organization exempt under section 501 (c) (3) of the Code.
Members donated their salaries to the organization which in turn
provided the members with living expenses such as food, clothing,
shelter and other benefits. The court found that the organization
was not operated exclusively for religious purposes because its net
earnings inured to the benefit of members, and thus, was not exempt
under section 501 (c)(3)."

Comment: If all tax exempt religious organizations, such as
religious communes, monasteries, nunneries, etc. etc. etc., are
prevented from using tax exempt funds to "provided the members with
living expenses such as food, clothing, shelter and other benefits™
then this court ruling is just -- BEguality under the law is the
essence of Jjustice. But 1if there is the presence of a single
incident where a tax exempt religion is allowed to use tax exempt
funds to "provided the members with living expenses such as food,
clothing, shelter and other benefits” then the IRS was in error for
denying the equal benefits to the above religious organization, and
the court erred in upholding this IRS religious discrimination.

In the case of POW#1, as was explained above, in refuting the
false IRS assertion that the Founder and Director of POW#1 derives
personal materialistic benefits from his religious labors, (sse
answer to paragraph seven, page 2 above) the above case can have NO
relevance at all to POW#1.

Paragraph sixteen, page 3, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

In Church of Modern Enlightenment v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo
1988-312 {(July 25, 1988), an organization was formed for religious
purposes and to operate a church. The organization's sole source of
income was contributions received from its principal officer of his
full salaries from outside employment. The organization's funds
were used primarily for payment of parsonage expenses and
contributions. The parsonage expenses were living expenses of the
principal officer and the contributions were payments of the
officer's withholding taxes on salaries from outside employment.
The Tax Court memorandum indicates that the organization is not
exempt under section 501 (c) (3) of the Code because the organization
is not operated exclusively for religious purposes and that its
income inures to the benefit of a private individual. See also Good
Friendship Temple v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo 1988-313 9 (July 25,
1988).

Comment: This example seems almost identical to the one above and
the comment in reply to it is essentially the same, except that if
there is tax exemptions for the parsonage of other government
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established churches there can be no reason why this religious
organization should have been rejected by the IRS, and that
religious discrimination upheld by a court.

As there is no private materialistic gain for any individual
in the operation of POW#1 the above cited case can have no bearing
upon the merits of this POW#1 case.

Paragraph seventeen, page 3, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

"In New Life Tabernacle v. Commissioner, T.C. Memo 1982-367
(1982), the petitioner is engaged in conducting weekly worship
services, praver services and Bible study. The petitioner's income
consists of contributions from members' salaries from employment in
secular jobs and income from social security. Substantially all of
the funds are used for the payment of members' living expenses such
as food, clothing, housing, utilities, automobile expenses and
weekly allowances. The petitioner was held not to qualify for
exenption under section 501(¢)(3) of the Code because the
petitioner's net income inures to the benefit of private
individuals.”

Comment: Tt is obvious, from the several court cases above cited,
that there are some courageous persons who have attempted to
circumvent the government's immoral and unconstitutional religious
tax by inventing churches and attempting to receive ‘equal justice
under the law®' with the other government established churches. That
they have not been granted the same benefits under the same
conditions certainly speaks badly of the IRS and the American
courts. If the U.S. government had abided by the Constitution and
refused to establish churches, and grant to those established
churches special privileges, there would never have been this
immoral and biased religious e&ntanglement and discrimination. All
businesses would be regquired to pay their rightful and proper taxes
whether they sold computers, cars, superstition, ham & eggs, tax
filing service, etc. However, as stated above in paragraph three,
page 1, Religion always deviously engrosses itself intoe government
and uses that infiltration to destroy the rights and liberties of
honest people, and to feast itself upon the treasury of the
government. There is a great similarity between cancer in a human
body and organized religion in a society.

In the case in this paragraph the defendant, New Life
Tabernacle, engaged in the same activity that the "respectable”
churches engage in, and yet was denied a tax status egual to
theirs. To claim that these defendants engaged in a religious
activity simply to escape paying their just share of the taxes and
so a denial of tax exempt status was justified, is to assume that
that is not the case with the so called respectable churches also.
The case of POW#1 is entirely different, our purpose is to treat
the cancer, cure the patent, save the Nation and elevate society
religiously and intellectually. So, again, the case in the above
paragraph is NOT relevant to POW#1, there being no similarities at
all.
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Paragraph eighteen, page 4, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

Your submissions indicate that substantially all of your
income is from contributions from Mr. Fields. Mr. Fields is your
sole director and officer, and by virtue of his position has
control over vour operation. In turn, you direct a substantial part
of your income and assets for the payment of living expenses of Mr.
Fields. The above indicates not only are you serving the private
benefit of a private individual, but your income inures to the
benefit of a private individual. Therefore, you are not operated
exclusively for one or more exempt purposes pursuant to sections 1.
501 {c)(3)-1(c) (1), 1. 501 {c) (3)-1(c) (2) and
1.501(c) (3)-1{(d) (1) (ii) of the regulations since you have a
substantial non-exempt purpose of operating for the private benefit
of your creator. See also Better Business Bureau.

PROTEST: Not only has no part of the income or/and assets of POW#1
now, or ever been, used "for the payment of living expenses of Mr.
Fields.” Mr Fields has denied himself almost all the common
luxuries, and some of the usual necessities, of our society for the
needed and necessary religious work that FPOW#1 is engaged in.
Everything that c¢an be made do, or done without, has been
sacrificed toward his work of Religious Enlightenment.

When this Nation was founded, and the Constitution ratified,
it was thought that State and church would be forever separate;
thought that never again could a government official, in his
Official capacity as a Religious Inquisitor, would ever again be
allowed to guestion the orthodoxy, or religious belief, of a
citizen, and to snare with ignorant contempt at the thought that
any moral person could believe different from the prescribed,
divine truth, unless he had scme selfish, devious, depraved and
treacherous motive. Such an Office was contemptible to those who
Founded this Nation, and such an Office has been the scorn of every
Anerican throughout our history. That such a disgusting Office of
Religious Inguisition now exists under the guise of the IRS is
loathsome to American Ideals. That aberration upon American Liberty
must be removed from our Government and Religious Liberty
reestablished.

The IRS statements in this paragraph is a blatant falsehood,
and contrary to facts known to the IRS from information submitted,
and from tax returns previously filed. NO PART, SUBSTANTIAL OR
LITTLE, OF POW#l1 FUNDS HAS EVER BEEN USED FOR THE PRIVATE BENEFIT,
OR LIVING EXPENSES, OF ITS DIRECTOR, EMMETT F. FIELDS nor for the
PRIVATE interest of ANY individual. POW#1 IS OPERATED FOR ONE
EXEMPT PURPOSE ONLY —-- RELIGIOUS ENLIGHTENMENT. I DO HEREBY PROTEST
AND CHALLENGE, IN EVERY WAY, THE UNJUSTIFIED ACCUSATIONS OF THE IRS
IN THIS PARAGRAPH. My purpose in Court will NOT be to defend my
religious beliefs, or the Religious Institution founded to promote
those religious belief, but to have removed from our Government the
blight of an American Office of Religious Inguisition.

Paragraph nineteen, page 4, of the IR3 Rejection Letter reads:
You are indistinguishable from the organizations described in
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Beth-E1 Ministries, Inc., Church of Modern Enlightenment, Good
Friendship Terple, and New Life Tabernacle court cases found not to

qualify for exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the Code.

PROTEST: IF the religious entities named above were actually
formed for unlawful or insincere purpeses then this paragraph is a
false, vicious and slanderous libel. I DO HEREBY PROTEST, IN EVERY
WAY, THE UNJUSTIFIED CONCLUSIONS OF THE IRS IN THIS PARAGRAFH. AND
I CHALLENGE THE RIGHT, UNDER THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES,
FOR THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE TO PRETEND TO HAVE THE AUTHORITY
TO INQUIRE INTO THE RELIGIOUS BELIEFS AND ACTIVITIES OF AMERICAN
CITIZENS, AND TO ASSUME TO DECIDE WHAT RELIGIOUS BELIEFS SHALL BE
APPROVED AND RECEIVE SPECIAL GOVERNMENT FAVORS, AND WHAT RELIGIOUS
BELTEFS WILL BE SLANDERED AND REFUSED. THAT IS AN ESTABLISHMENT OF
RELIGION AND COMPLETELY CONTRARY TO EVERY CONCEPT OF JUSTICE AND

RELIGIOUS LIBZRTY.

Paragraph twenty, page 4, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
Accordingly, we rule that you do not qualify for exemption
under section 501(c) (3) of the Code.

Comment: I DC HERERY CHALLENGE THE PRETENDED RIGHT OF THE IRS TO
RULE AS TO THE OQUALIFICATIONS OF ANY RELIGIOUS BELIEF OR
INSTITUTION OF RELIGION IN THE UNITED STATES. The IRS is assuming
powers expressly denied to the Government of the United States by
the Constitution, and specifically condemned by the United States
Supreme Court in several cases, for example see: Everson v. Board
of Education, 330 U.S. 1, 67 S.Ct. 504.
"Neither a state nor the Federal Government can set up a
church. Keither can pass laws which aid one religion, aid all
religions, or prefer one religion over another. Neither can
force or influence a person to go to or to remain away from
church against his will or force him to profess a belief or
disbelief in any religion. No person can be punished for
entertaining or professing religious beliefs or disbeliefs,
for church attendance or nonattendance. No tax in any amount,
large or small, can_be levied to_ support any religious
activities or institutions, whatever they may be called, or
whatever form they may adopt to teach or practice religion..."
{Underlining added)

Paragraph twenty-one, page 4, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
We have also considered your request for classification as a
church under section 170 (b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code.

Comment: Unnecessary.

Paragraph twenty-two, page 4, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
Section 1.511-2(a) (3) (ii) of the regulations provides that the
term “churchk” includes a religious organization if such
organization is an integral part of a church, and is engaged in
carrying out the functions of a church, whether as a civil law
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corporation or otherwise. A religious organization shall be
considered to be engaged in carrying out the functions of a church
if its duties include the ministration of sacerdotal functions and
the conduct of religious services.

PROTEST: We now come to that part of IRS rules that are clearly
written in favor of CERTAIN religious institutions. Although POW#1
is fully qualified for a tax exemption under IRS section 501 (c) (3),
church, it is essential to expose the bias government policy of
demanding adherence to religious behavior peculiar only to certain
religious beliefs and institutions, and then claiming that any
religious beliefs and actitives that differs from that narrow
definition cannot be called a religion. That is pure dishonesty. I
will also refer IRS to the May 1, 1992 letter that is reproduced
above. In that letter we point out that Government Forms should be
modernized to €liminate religious discrimination in their language;
the above paragraph being a brazen case in point. The word "church”
seems to dominate this paragraph, let us see what the dictionary
definition of church is: .
world Book Encyclopedia Dictionary, 1963, p. 351, describes church
thus:

"1. a building for public Christian worship or religious

services: "I like the silent church before the service begins,

better than any preaching” (Ralph Waldo Emerson). 2. public

Christian worship or religious service in a church: He is

never late for church. 3. all Christian; the whole body of

believers in_ Christ collectively: ... 4. a. a group of

Christians with the same belief... b. that portion of the

whole body of believers in Christ... 5. a locally organized

unit of a group of Christians for religious services... 6.

Also: Church. the organization of a church; ecclesiastical

authority or power as embodied in the clergy... 7. ths

profession of a clergyman... 8. a. any religious body other
than Christian; a non-Christian creed or congregation: the

Jewish church. b. a building for public worship... 9. any

building., group, or organization like a church. ...

{need I go on?) (underlining added)

Other than definition nine, which certainly is not
secular, the IRS, terminology "an integral part of a church”
is blatant prejudice.

Other discriminatory language is: "A religious organization
shall be considered to be engaged in carrying out the functions of
a church if its duties include the ministration of sacerdotal
functions and the conduct of religious services."”

What is the definition of sacerdotal from the above paragraph?
World Book Encyclopedia Dictionary, 1963, p. 1704 describes
sacerdotal thus:

"sacerdotal = adj. 1. of priests or the priesthood;
priestly. 2. of, based on, or having to do with the doctrine
that the priesthood is invested by ordination with
supernatural powers.” (underlining added)
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Isn't superstition funny? "supernatural powers;" isn't
the IRS preiudiced? "sacerdotal functions."”

The blatant IRS religious prejudice, shown in this paragraph,
was well demonstrated in action by the unjustified rejection of

POW#1's 501 (c) (3) Application.

Paragraph twenty-three, page 4, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

In Spiritual Outreach Society v. Commissioner, 927 F.2d 335
(8th Cir. 1991), the appellate court determined that the
organization is not a church by adopting fourteen criteria as a

guide. These criteria or characteristics are: (1) a distinct legal
existence; (2) a recognized creed and form of worship; (3) a
definite and distinct ecclesiastical government; (4) a formal code

of doctrine and discipline; (5) a distinct religious history; (6)
a membership not associated with any church or denonmination; (7) a
complete organization of ordained ministers ministering to their
congregations; (8) ordained ministers selected after completing
prescribed courses of study: (9) a literature of its own; (10)
established places of worship; (11) regular congregations; (12)
regular religious services; (13) Sunday schools for the religious
instruction of the young; and (14) schools for the preparation of
its ministers. See also Lutheran Society Services of Minn. v. U.S.,
758 F.2d 1283 (8th Cir. 1985), and American Guidance Foundation,
Inc. v. U. S., 490 F. Suppl. 304 (D.D.C. 1980).

PROTEST: The above court decision certainly proves that the United
States does indeed establish only certain "orthodox" religious
organizations. The above fourteen "criteria" for a church seems to
satisfy all the usually accepted foolery for such institutions, but
yet the court and the IRS has discriminated even against that copy-
cat religious institution. The court does not have the right to
decide what is religion any more than the IRS does. The only
possibly acceptable criteria for establishing a church or religion
for tax exemptions and other government subsidies would be: "If it
says it 1is a church, it is a church:"” The Government cannot
aquestion the validity of the religion practiced, nor the reason
behind the formation of a church.

POW#1 makes no pretenses or false claims in order to be
acceptable to the IRS. POW#1 is an Institution of Religion, equal,
in every way, to a church, and egual, in the eves of the U.S.
Constitution, to every other church, or Institution of Religion, in
America. The U.S. Government has NOT the right to establish a
religion, and therefore the IRS has NOT the authority to establish
a religion, nor to deny any church or Institution of Religion the
equal rights and privileges granted to every other church or
Institution of Religion in America. The IRS not having the
authority to establish a religion, the courts have no
Constitutional right to uphold the IRS in its religious
establishments and discriminations.
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Paragraph twenty-four, page 5, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

The court in American Guidance Foundation, Inc., c¢iting
Chapman v. Commissioner, 48 T.C. 358, stated that while some of the
fourteen characteristics are minor, others, e.g., the existence of

an established congregation served by an organized ministry, the
provisions of regular religious services and religious education
for the younc. and the dissemination of a doctrinal code, are of
central importance. Further, the court stated that at a minimum, a
church includes a body of believers or communicants that assembles
regularly in order to worship.

Comment: Again and again, over the last twenty-two months, the IRS

has ask about "WORSHIP," and each time Point of Wisdom has
answered:
"211 "wcrship.,” of what ever thing or idea, is degrading and

destructive to the individual. Worship deadens the mind and

destrovs all hope of progress.”
So the court here finds that false dogma and doctrine is necessary
to be a Government established religion. I have deep contempt for
such an un-Arerican court. It is useless for any court to define
what a church is and what a church is not, it is none of the
courts' business to enquire into the religious beliefs of
Americans, anv more than it can be the business of the IRS to
pretend to establish a church or religion. All rules for the
establishment of a church, or religious entity, are
unconstitutional and legally void. One fact every American must
remember: When religion corrupts a society, it corrupts it
absolutelv. I do not know of one single case of a Jewish life being
saved by an appeal to the Nazi courts.

Paragraph twenty-five, page 5, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

In First Church of in Theo v. Commissioner, T.C.M. 1989-16
(January 10, 1989), the Tax Court upheld the government's position
that an organization whose religious purposes were accomplished
through the writing, publishing, and distribution of religious
literature rather than through the regular assembly of a group of
believers to worship together was not a church within the meaning
of section 170 (b) (1) (A) (i) of the Code. The Court stated that
while the sincerity of the organization's religious purposes was
unquestionable, it failed to demonstrate the reguisite
associational activities necessary to support that it was a church.

Comment: Again we find an American court attempting to dictate
religious practice, and improperly requiring "proper" dogma and
doctrine to be an acceptable established religion in America: A
task NO American court can have the authority to do. Both the IRS,
and the courts they appeal to, has exceaded any authority they can
possibly have under the Constitution of the United States; the IRS
has installed an Office of Religious Ingquisition to determine who's
religious beliefs shall be established and thus receive special
Government favors, and the courts have sought to sanction that
crime against Religious Liberty by presuming to dictate the narrow
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religious practice to be demanded by the IRS. Such religious
meddling, inquiries, limitations, definitions, demands, etc., etc.,
is an establishment of religion, it proposes to restrict all
progress in religious thought and practice. This unconstitutional
establishment is also dishonest in that it does not honestly name
the established religion -- it defines, in all but name, the
Christian religion.

Paragraph twentyv-six, page 5, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:

With respect to vour classification as a church, it is our
conclusion that the information presently contained in the
administrative record fails to establish that you are a church. The
information presented indicates that you do not have a definite and
distinct ecclesiastical government; a formal code of doctrine and
discipline; established places of worship; and regular religious
services. You have failed to show that vou have in place a system
of moral practice directly resulting from an adherence to your
beliefs that is designed for members to observe the tenets of vyour
beliefs. In this regard, while we do not question the validity or
content of vour beliefs, you have not demonstrated that your
beliefs occupy a place in the lives of your members parallel to
that filled by God in the lives of traditionally religious persons.
Additionally, the evidence does not show that you have an
established congregation served by an organized ministry,., and
religious education for the young. Rather, the evidence submitted
shows that vou promote yvour beliefs primarily through gathering,
reproducing and distributing literature.

PROTEST: Again we encounter the dead hand of religious prejudice in
IRS wording: "you have not demonstrated that your beliefs occupy a
place in the lives of vour members parallel to that filled by God
in the lives of traditionally religious persons.” Let me gquote from
the reply to Paragraph two, page 2 above, "Please take note that
Point of Wisdom #1 is actively engaged in evangelizing,
proselyvtizing and expounding the religious beliefs of Atheism and
Freethought, NOT Christianism, Judaism, Hinduism, etc. This is
important to remember throughout this protest of your unjust
ruling.” Under the Constitution we do not have to "demonstrate"™
anything to the government about our religious beliefs and
practices. But there are millions of people in America that will
put this bigoted IRS statement to the lie. In court we will produce
many folks, and much literature, to demonstrate that people are
leading, and have led, happy and fulfilling lives with neither
superstition nor delusions.

History does prove, however, that people cannot lead happy and
fulfilled lives without Liberty. LIBERTY; Religious Liberty, and
Intellectual Liberty, is what the IRS, and the unjust courts, are
immorally and unconstitutionally denying to the American people,
and T deny that the IRS can possibly have the right to do such a
treacherous and treasonous thing.
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Paragraph twenty-seven, page 6, of the IRS3 Rejection Letter reads:

Therefore, you are not a church within the meaning of section
170 (b) (1) {A) (i) of the Code. Additionally, in the event that you
qualify for exemption under section 501 (c)(3), you should be
classified as a private foundation under section 509(a) because you
have not demonstrated that YOU will be publicly supported within
the meaning of section 170(b) (1(A) (vi) or 509(a)(1).

PROTEST: Again the IRS presumes to judge what a religion is, and
is not, under the Constitution, which the IRS has not the authority
to do. POW#1 does not qualify as a private foundation under section
509 {(a) because POW#1l is A RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION, and not a private
foundation under any meaning the IRS chooses to apply. Being a
religion POW#1 shall conduct itself as an Institution of Religion
(church) as defined under the Constitution of Rentucky., and will
demand that the IRS inform the Commonwealth of Kentucky that POW#1
is a proper Institution of Religion (church) under the Constitution
of Kentucky.

This biopsy of the IRS finds a deep festering cancer of narrow
religious bigotry that must be removed or we have not advanced one
notch in religious Liberty since the Dark Ages of Christian
domination.

Paragraph twenty-eight, page 6, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
Contributions to you are not deductible under section 170 of
the Code.

PROTEST: BEING A RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION, EQUAL TO EVERY OTHER
RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION, WE REFUSE TO ABIDE BY THIS RULING OF THE
IRS OFFICE OF HOLY INQUISITION. No United States Government agency
has, or can have, the right to maintain an Office of Religious
Inguisition with the power to establish or deny any religion or
church. The Government cannot force one religion to support another
religion by requiring one religion to pay additional taxes to make
up for the taxes not paid by another religion. Nor can the United
States Government discriminate against one religion and favor
another by declaring that contributions to one religion IS tax
deductible, but that contributions to another religion is NOT tax
deductible. Therefore, all contributions to the Institution of
Religion, Point of Wisdom #1, will be deducted the same as if it
were one of the Government's unconstitutionally established
churches.

Paragraph twenty-nine, page 6, of the IRS Rejection Letter reads:
You are required to file federal income tax returns on Form
1120.

PROTEST: We emphatically refuse to abide by this UNCONSTITUTIONAL
order. The IRS order in this paragraph steps beyond the authority
of the Government of the United States and must be ignored. WE ARE
A RELIGION, and the government does not have the right to say we
are not:; nor can the government even address the guestion as to
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whether we are a religion or not. As a religion we have every right
the government grants to any Government established church or
religion. If we were to file Form 1120, as directed, it would
indicate that we admit that the Government has the right to
establish religion, or to deny the free exercise thereof, WE DO NOT
CONCEDE SUCH A POINT. Neither the Government, nor any branch of the
Government, nor any agency of those branches, including the
Internal Revenue Service, can have the right to establish a
religion nor to deny the free exercise thereof.

No office, such as the IRS has here set up, to enquire into
the religious beliefs and practices of the American people, can
have any right to exist under the Constitution of the United
States. To admit that the government can choose one church, or
certain churches, or one religion, or several religions, possessing
certain characteristics, to receive special Government favors,
while denving equal treatment to another religion or church, is to
admit that we have NO religious liberty. The Government cannot say
this religion will receive tax-exemption, and that religion will
pay additional taxes to make up for the loss. The government cannot
say that this religious believer will be excused from the dangers
of military service, and that that religious believer will be
burned at the stake.

Nor can the Government discriminate between 1like things and
declare that one is religion and the other is not. If one hospital
jis tax exempt as religion, then all hospitals must be tax exempt as
religion; If one salvage store is exempt as religion, all Salvage
stores must be exempt as religion; If a building called a church
has a gymnasium, and that gymnasium is tax exempt as religion, all
gymnasiums must be exempt as religion; etc. etc.

The oldest and most repulsive form of discrimination is in
denying an obvious reality; as in denying that a person is a
person, or in denying that a religion is a religion, etc. Need I
point out the Dred Scott Case, (Scott v Sandford, 1857.) where the
Supreme Court declared that Blacks were not people and therefore
could be denied their human rights? -- A decision more to be
expected from the lowest KKK mentality than from the Hallowed Halls
of our Nations highest Court. If we allow the government to declare
that some people are not people; that some religions are not
religions; that some newspaper presses are not presses, and have no
right to publish, etc. etc., all our precious Liberties are gone.

I emphatically refuse to allow the IRS, or any other
Government agency to deny me my religious Liberty by declaring that
my religious beliefs, and the organizations that embodies those
religious beliefs, are not religion in order that my religion, and
those religious organizations that embody my religious beliefs, can
be discriminated against.

Therefore, when I file my personal tax I will deduct as
religions contributions all money I have donated to the religious
institution, POW#1, during 1993, because it IS a religious
institution and must be treated the same as every other religious
jnstitution in America, government established or not —- and I DENY
that the Government or the IRS has, or can have, the right to say
that my religion is not a religion.
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In "The Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service,
Instructions for Form 1023 (Revised September 1990) Application for
Recognition of Exemption Under Section 501(c¢) (3) of the Internal
Revenue Code," instruction number two reads:

"2. Organizations that are not required to file Form 1023 -- The
following organizations will be considered tax exempt under section
501(c) (3) even if they do not file Form 1023: {a) Churches, their
integrated auxiliaries, and conventions or associations of
churches, or (b) Any organization which 1is not a private
foundation{as defined in section 509(a) and the dgross receipts of
which in each taxable year are normally not more than $§5,000.

Even if these organizations are not required to file Form 1023
to be tax exempt, they may wish to file Form 1023 and receive a
determination letter of IRS recognition of their section 501 (c¢) (3)
status in order to obtain certain incidental benefits such as;
public recognition of their tax-exempt status; exemption from
certain state taxes:; advanced assurance to deonors of deductibility
of contributions: exemption from certain excise taxes; non-profit
mailing privileges, etc.” (Underlining added for emphases.)

BEING 2 RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION we are not required to file
Form 1023 in order to be tax exempt, as 1is plainly stated in the
above IRS instructions quoted. Therefore, our tax exempt status is
already established. And Jjust as other unconstitutionally 1IRS
established religious institutions are not reguired to file a tax
form, BOW#1 will file no tax form.

BEING A RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION we demand that the IRS send us
the above mentioned “"determination 1letter,” offered to the
unconstitutionally established religious institutions, that will
enable us “to obtain certain incidental benefits such as; public
recognition of their tax-~exempt status; exemption from certain
state taxes; advanced assurance to donors of deductibility of
contributions; exemption from certain excise taxes; non-profit
mailing privileges, etc.” POW#1 refuses to be penalized, in any
way, for not being a Government established church when the
government has, and can have, NO AUTHORITY to establish,
discriminate, differentiate, penalize, subsidize, prefer, reject,
persecute, or oppress one religion, all religions, or prefer one
religion above another religion.

Hier steh' Ich Ich kann nicht anders.

Luther.
Emmett F.
Director

Point of Wisdom #1.

Copies to:
The World.
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internal Revenue Service - Department of the._Tréa.sury. .
Washington, DC 20224

Person to Contact:

BPoint of Wisdom #1 Mr. Orcino
514 Eastern Parkway
. . Teleph Number:
Louisville, KY 40217 elephone NUMOer: 02) 622-7981
Refer Repl :
elerReplyto:  p:E:E0:R:3
Date:

October 14, 1994

Employer Identification Number: 61-1227435
Key District: Cincinnati

Dear Applicant:

This is in further reference to your application for
recognition of exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal
Revenue Code

In a conference held on August 23, 1994, it was agreed upon
that you will provide us, within 30 days, with additional
information and arguments in connection with our evaluation of
your qualification for exemption under section 501(c) (3) of the
Code. These will include, but not be limited to the following:
your satisfying the church criteria as established and followed
by the courts; if applicable, reasons why such criteria should
not apply, and in such case, a full description of your church
criteria; evidences supporting no inurement of income; evidences
supporting no serving of private benefits of the principal
officer of the organization and other private individuals,
including the record keeping of funds and other accounts; and
such other information you may wish to provide to support your
claim for exemption under section 501(c) (3).

To date, we have not received any information. We will
defer action on your application for another 15 days from the
date of this letter to enable you to submit the information. You
will expedite our receipt of your letter if you send it to the
following address:

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20224

Attn: CP:E:EOQO:R:3, Roon 6137.

. If we do not hear from you within that time, we will assume
that you do not want us to consider the matter any further and
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will close your case. Our adverse ruling dated February 10, 1994
will remain in effect. If you want the case reopened at a later
time, you must pay a user fee.

In the event that we close your case, we will notify the
appropriate State officials, as required by section 6104 (c) of
the Code, that based on the information we have, we are unable to
recognize you as an organization of the type described in section
501(c) (3) .

If you do not provide the requested information in a timely
manner, it will be considered by the Service as a failure to take
all reasonable steps to secure the ruling you requested. Under
section 7428 (b) (2) of the Code, your failure to take all
reasonable steps to secure the ruling requested in a timely
manner may be considered as a failure to exhaust the
administrative remedies available to you within the Service, and
thus may preclude the issuance of a declaratory judgment in this
matter under the judicial proceedings of section 7428.

Sincerely,

[ M. Oredus

L. M. Orcino

Tax Law Specialist
Exempt Organizations
Rulings Branch 3



POINT OF WISDOM #1
(An Institution of Religion)
514 Eastern Parkway

Louisville, KY 40217-1818
October 24, 1994

Internal Revenue Service
Department of the Treasure
Washington , DC 20224

Contact person, Mr. Orcino
Refer to: CP:E:EO:R:3

My Dear Friends at IRS,

I was most disappointed that there was such a misunderstanding
concerning the letter that you promised to send. In our meeting
held in the Internal Revenue offices in Washington, D.C., on August
24, 1994, at ten a.m. (not on August 23, 1994 as your letter of
October 14th mistakenly states.) I was told that I would receive a
letter mentioning our meeting, and certain things that was needed
for completing the case. The letter was required, you said,
because all things must be in writing to be legal. You said that
once the letter was received that I would have thirty days to
respond -- It was even suggested that more time could be had if
necessary.

Gentlemen, I waited in vain for your letter, at last on
October 11, 1994, I called Mr. John Monahan, who was in the August
24th meeting, and ask why I had not received the promised letter.
Mr. Monahan enquired about the letter and said that it would be
sent in a day or two. The letter dated October 14, arrived on
October 19, 1994, and stated that I would have, not thirty days as
stated in the meeting, but fifteen from date of the letter.

At the conclusion of the August 24th meeting Mr. Monahan said
that he was convinced that I was sincere in my religious beliefs
and activities. I asked if he would so state that in his official
report of the meeting, and he said that he would. I trust that I
will not be disappointed in that promise.

In our telephone conversation October 11th, Mr. Monahan
informed me that a "church tax exemption" for our Point of Wisdom
#1 would be an "uphill battle." I expected that it would be.

Religious Liberty was not easily won the first time, by the
American Revolution and the great work of our Nations Founding
Fathers. I expect that to win our Religious Liberty back, now that
we have lost it, will be no less a struggle, but it is a patriotic
religious struggle in the best tradition of this Nation, and it
must be made. America must again become the Land of the Free.

I apologize for the brevity and unpolished state of this
report; if I had the thirty days as promised (instead of less than
ten), this report could have been polished and of a proper length.

Yours, in quest of Religious Liberty,

o~
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Contact person: Mr. Orcino
Refer to: CP:E:EO:R:3

SIX EVILS WE PROTEST:
PROTEST 1. AN ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION.

First, and always, we protest the immoral and unconstitutional
Government establishment of religion in America. The Government of
the United States has illegally set itself up in the business of
establlshlng certain religions entities and beliefs for the purpose
of g'Lcuu_lng these established relig;uub entities Sp(—iCl&; tax
exemptions and other special privileges; and the denial of equal
Religious Liberty, and like privileges, to those religions beliefs
and entities not so chosen. The Government intrusion, and
extensive inquiry, into the deepest areas of personal religion can
have no justification on moral, legal or Constitutional grounds --
such menacing intrusion and religious meddling violates the very
foundations of American Religious Liberty. The Government of the
United States has no right to enquire into the religious beliefs
and practices of American citizens on any pretext, therefore this
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) required religious information is

given under strict protest.
PROTEST 2. TAX CREDITS

We protest that Government established religions are given the
power to grant tax credits for donations received, or said to have
been received. This becomes the double swindle, the religious tax
loss, and then the tax loss for the credit given for the same
donation -- the theft from the public treasury is thereby doubled;
the generous donor becomes the stingy miser who passes the loss of
his gift on to the public. The magnitude of the crime of religious
tax exemption is grossly increased by giving donors a tax credit,
it is fraud compounded and of staggering proportions. It is not
amazing that our cities and States are verging bankruptcy, and that
the National debt is so enormously high, but that we have been able
to survive an ongoing crime of this magnitude for so long. All
this was brought about by the work of elected Government officials
who were believers in the established religions, and is ignored, or
winked at, by religious believers in Government who are charged
with collecting taxes and/or protecting the public from fraud.
Certainly the IRS and law enforcement agencies cannot be unaware of
the many exposés by newspapers, magazines and TV of religious
fraud, and the misuse of tax exempt moneys for political activity
and personal gain. Why does this information come from the media,
why not from indictments? If the charges are untrue why is the
media not sued?

PROTEST 3. INDIVIDUALISM DENIED.

We protest that laws for the establishment of certain approved
religions by the U.S. Government is so constructed as to deny equal
religious Liberty to the individual. Under IRS rules there must be
an organization, with bylaws, with signatures, (note, plural) and
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other stipulated necessities of an organization of several people.
How un-American! This Nation was founded upon the ideal of the
importance of the individual; not upon the superiority of the
institution or organization, gang or group, and to demand that the
individual must be a member of an organized religious body in order
to have equal Religious Liberty is absolutely un-American. I quote
Thomas Jefferson's letter to Francis Hopkins, March 13, 1789:

"... I never submit the whole system of my opinions to

the creed of any party of men whatever in religion, in

philosophy, in politics, or in anything else where I was

capable of thinking for myself. Such an addiction is the

last degradation of a free and moral agent. If I could

go to heaven but with a party, I would not go there at

all."

Thomas Jefferson would be denied his religious liberty under the
rules of the American government today.

Constitutional rights are not increased by numbers, but are
equal for every American individual -- ten thousand Americans have
no more basic rights than one American; that was the purpose of our
American Bill of Rights. Thank you Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison!

PROTEST 4. THE POSITION O