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The publishing date and the revision date are now in harmony with the Title year.  Almost as if everything is back to normal.  But the claim of revising a non existent book still continues.  The issue of nunc pro tunc now becomes a more pronounced than ever impossibility.  Ex post facto law is still an evident result of all that the IRS agency has done, and the total invalidity of the CFR from 1954 forward, due to its applicability of criminal prosecution, becomes an unimpeachable demand by the Constitution, Article I, Section 9, Clause 3.  Two strikes for two different frauds, one for ex post facto.  Three strikes.  The IRS is OUT!

WARNING.  Do not be deceived by the appearance of the statement “future effect as of January 1, 1959.”  If the year of 1954 were not on the same page, it would then be a different straightforward legal issue.  But unfortunately for the IRS the year of 1954 is on there.  We reject the notion or claim that the year of 1954 is on here at this time as a form of being literarily artistic, aesthetic in appearance, appealing to the eye, more presentable, etc.  It is more than just a decorative word put on a book to be part of such book’s title.  The word / number “1954” is on there for a very distinct purpose, to give the appearance of the year of 1954.   A deliberate misdirection away from the year of 1953.  Without a doubt.

To reinforce the above point, you would think that by the continued and repetitive use of the 1954 year on the book every year that what the IRS was telling us at the time was that “1954 was such a beautiful and/or important year that we want to perpetuate it, for a while at least,” or something to that effect at the very least.  Otherwise there would not be a reason to have a 1954 year on the book as an official presentation of that year.   The only truly significant thing about the year of 1954, discounting the false “unique problem” claim, is the fact that it was the year that the 1953 edition of the CFR went into effect, as of January 1, 1954 and thereafter.  That effective power or abuse of power could only be covered up if there was something to take its place.  A claimed 1954 title was, as a matter of legal effect or the appearance thereof, such a cover up. There can be no conclusive argument against this point.

If the word / number “1954” were not on the book, any claim of “future effect” as to its intents, meaning, and legal effect would be without refutation.  But it IS there, if fact, and as such the words “future effect” take on a whole new meaning, and help ever more greatly point out and define the crime of fraud.

 The fact is, as a result of its 1954 presentment, this becomes merely a statement of nunc pro tunc, or “now as then.”  This procedure, just as in a court proceeding where nunc pro tunc may be used, simply indicates that the action (in this case the illegal action) is to start from this point as being entered into the record, but it was really done for “then,” hence nunc pro tunc.

You cannot nunc pro tunc an entire book of law back an entire year, much less 5 years, except as a matter of fraud, in this case, repeated fraud.  The nunc pro tunc here is saying that it is presented now, for future effect, having been revised (rewritten – the writing of something already written), and is now provided to the public for then.   Unless one understood the principle of nunc pro tunc one might not catch this very sophisticated misuse of the law.

If we were to reverse this strategy, for example, and proclaim then as now, we would discover that there was nothing then so there can be nothing now, which would yield the foregone conclusion that the entire issue of the edition was issued as an illusion, which illusion would constitute cover up, or fraud.  Thus we must forcibly go back to nunc pro tunc as the better of the two evils, although the IRS still fares no better under this condition either, for under nunc pro tunc it becomes an effort to force the now, and hereafter (“future effect”) upon then (“1954”) and as such renders the issue of the proclaimed law as an issuance of ex post facto law, or law that is void ab initio by way of its intended use, or for criminal enforcement if need be.

Like a highly skilled accountant who has used his or her skill to embezzle funds from his employer (the people), the authors of this very intricate and subtle deception and deception process were truly masters at it, without question.  But fraud is still fraud, no matter how slick its creation or smooth its operation.  And there is no statute of limitations on fraud.

The people reject the IRS federal agency’s attempt to cover up the crime of fraud of 1954 by its attempt to manipulate the law by an illegal use of the powers of nunc pro tunc and the application, or misapplication, of ex post facto in violation of Article I, Section 9, Clause 3, accordingly.
