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SECTION 1 — ALL PERGONSG BORN OR NATURALIZEP IN THE UNITEP STATES, AND
_—SoABJECT TO THE JURISPICTION THEREOF, ARE CITIZENS OF THE UNITEP STATES
ANP OF THE STATE WHEREIN THEY REGSIPE. NO STATE SHALL MAKE OR ENFORCE
LM ANY LAW WHICH SHALL ABRIPGE THE PRWILEGES OR IMMUNITIES OF CITIZENS OF
wil THE UNITEP STATES; NOR SHALL ANY STATE PEPRIVE ANY PERSON OF LIFE, LIBERTY, '
OR PROPERTY, WITHOUT PUE PROCESS OF LAW: NOR PENY TO ANY PERSON WITHIN
TS JURIGPICTION THE EXQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS, I
P Na— —
GECTION Z — REPRESENTATIVES SHALL BE APPORTIONEP AMONG THE SEVERAL e'rA'rEe

ACCORPING TO THEIR RESPECTIVE NUMBERS, COUNTING THE WHOLE NUMBER OF PERSONS
IN EACH STATE, EXCLUPING INPIANS No'r TAXEP

D\ESEL

--""""-

NO PERSON SHALL BE HELP TO ANSWER FOR A CAPITAL, OR
OTHERWISE INFAMOUS CRIME, UNLESS ON A PRESENTMENT OR
INPICTMENT OF A GRANP JURY, EXCEPT IN CASGES ARIGING IN THE
28l LANP OR NAVAL FORCES, OR IN THE MILITIA, WHEN IN ACTUAL
GERVICE IN TIME OF WAR OR PUBLIC PANGER: NOR SHALL ANY
PERSON BE SUBJIECT FOR THE SAME OFFENCE T0O BE TWICE PUT
AIN JEOPARPY OF LIFE OR LIMB; NOR SHALL BE COMPELLEP IN ANY
| CRIMINAL CAGE TO BE A WITNESS AGAINOT HIMSELF, NOR BE
PEPRIVEP OF LIFE, LIBERTY, OR PROPERTY, WITHOUT PUE PROCESS
OF LAW: NOR SHALL PRIVATE PROPERTY BE TAKEN FOR PUBLIC
UOE, WITHOUT :Iu@-r aaMPENé}ATWN
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N\ N\ AT v UNIVER ITY V
NDIAN LAW AND THE EQUAL PROTECTION CANON . . .
el T KRA A D s 0T AL |
| MORTON V. MANCARI — ACTS OF
CONGRESS RATIONALLY RELATEP
FIGHER V. PISOTRICT
TO THE FULFILLMENT OF THE COURT — TRIBAL
COURT JURISPICTION

TRUST RESPONSIBILITY ARE
- POES NOT VIOLATE |
\ / » \
Vo e mmp ARl '/
\ A

CONOTITUTIONAL, FULL STOP.

ANTOINE — MAJOR | PRINCIPLES

4 CRIMES ACT |\ — —

. V‘ CONSTITUTIONAL \ \|WAGHINGTON V. FIGHING VESSEL -

v/ N — | /|STATE LAWS ENACTEP IN

WASHINGTON V. FURTHERANCE OF FEPERAL TRUST

COWILLE — PL. 280 | [REGPONGIBILITY ARE CONSTITUTIONAL /
CONSOTITUTIONAL
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. . AND ANTI-CANON
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PREP SCOTT — .“'
FORMERLY ENSLAVEP
CERGONG CANNOT BE ” CAN RECOGNIZE “INPIANG . . . TAXEP
ATIEENS. BUT 2L |- uNTIL THEN, ALL INPIANG ARE
“‘NP‘ANQ - TAXEP" \ “‘NP‘ANQ NOT TAXEP” — ALQO,
COULD BE (IN THEORY) INPIANG OWE LOYALTY TO TRIBAL ‘
= NATIONS, NOT THE U.5. (ALUS, THEY k 2

ARE UNCWILIZEP HEATHEN SAVAGES) “

s T — X
WAl A\ M X

HAWAIIANS HAVE NO SPECIAL ’!%g
A
I\ 4

RELATIONSOHIP WITH THeE
“ ‘ UNITEP OSOTATES _
\ < N S <7~




.* * R ::;.' > .- =1
s U R T o _ ey ite

> . . ﬂ : oy - 4 . = ' L] 4 . "
: | ] - y v - L ] -
L]
¥ : .
- [
- -

_ "
L s

-
-

-
-~
-y
E
-

L |
: ' i h..;
-2 . 1 4= 'l - ! - - . 4 _ - . wes B 1 l . - \
. - i * r . i ; .‘-1 :' - | | ‘

E‘i..‘:s !

Y
Li .-‘?‘]&‘

-e

£

'R
esebed”
”"iiﬂ#ii--iiili

*® 8 L]
eadd TYTYL1YY.
) PSR PRS, it
rr-riutirlu-i--m . ad AP 4
g.t.ﬂ.--lir:. . 24 ¢ s A D
eaddde s b ad - s . "
-' ad fiiliﬂn -
:-:im:-i & St ® &0
- llHlltJiiml"‘

rpverrr s 2 XX EL -

S5 Tor-

P ll"ﬂ""!' 1Y ] | . .
e bhgbe bodesdsBeodd ’ L 1 s 8 b0 ’ » 3 _* ! TS11T \ L s . B ' &
totbednicssbeode - - 13 ) & ~ e 4 . . | L # - .
'Er‘"' e St | ' a2 . ‘ .9 A5 ’ . : . ¢ B - : ' L" | T N Ly
i 4 L 4 . 3 ¥ | . 3 1 g ] .
- AL EEE ' 28+ 0 A2l 1! 'ti b h ' ) > . * » | ' "- vt ‘ - ‘ 1‘:“ " \
S o - L . . & M L i " a ; i a . : } . : - e . .‘1 ; “u -‘.“‘“
. ‘“ "y > o b e . .. | 1492951 2 3081 . ' - _, ) v L LTI ARt
. ' ‘ . ™ . > _ . » L%
« | ‘ ‘iiit“““t‘“‘i‘

e
1 -

' ISy J sd.alf . d

“ P . Il.
v 4 '!.. N ’ L A ‘1'-".,‘ \
\ ety Eoal , .
; h‘.i ,’ v . -~ ‘ V“ 'r ’-\fﬁﬂl iﬁ o :r
. L. _ e - - - ..:"h-‘ s
-.‘ﬂ l%’ ' ’ > | w20 .
Ve led r‘t LGt




- AN B . SEF O AV _ER T A e U— — e———————

5 Aypo’ N~z

DA e O et L

. . MR. KNEEDLER: Seriously misguided.
And suppose Congress says Indians -- the Indian Y g

: JUSTICE ALITO: -- 1f 1t were -- yeah.
population on the whole has more people with Y

| | Okay. If i1t were to do i1t tomorrow, would that
complications -- with -- with factors that make

| fall outside Congress's plenary power?
them more vulnerable to serious consequences

MR. KNEEDLER: Well, I --_g s to be
from getting COVID, and, therefore, they should

- think there are
get preference over others in the -- 1n the

at least two -- two things to bear 1n mind about

distribution of vaccilnes. | | | |
this. I think Congress, when dealing with a

MR. GERSHENGORN: SO, Your HQx

AGAIN, THE TEST |& WHETHER THE ACT OF CONGRESS |& RATIONALLY

RELATEP T2 THE FULFILLMENT OF THE TRUST RESPONSGIBILITY. THE

ANSWER TO YOUR GSPECIFIC QAUESTION |\© THAT |\& PEPENPS ON THE : SOTILL NOT RATIONALLY
POLICY PETERMINATION OF CONGRESS, YOUR HYPOTHETICALS ARE RELATEP TO THE
IRRELEVANT BECAUGE YOU PON'T OFFER ANY SUGGESTEP FULFILLMENT OF THE
CONGREGSOGIONAL POLICY JUPGMENTS, ALSO, FACIAL CHALLENGE, : TRUST RESPONSIBILITY.

tribe 1n 1ts political capacity, has a great

S0 THE RATIONS JOKE?
NOT FUNNY? TOO S0OON7?
| MEAN, TRAGEGY PLUS
TIME EQUALS COMEPY,
RIGHT 7

JUSTICE ALITO: Yeah, in equal
JUSTICE KAVANAUGH: How about Congress

protection. What's the -- what's the level of
decides for the -- to help the tribes and tribal |
scrutiny for a classification that disfavors

e .
members that it's going to mandate that states Indians, a rational basis?

give a preference 1n college admissions to MR. KNEEDLER: Well,

as 1 pefore,

-

American Indians? ' %4 | PaCct on the tribe

MR. KNEEDLER: Again, I thipd ot in a political manner, saying your =-- you know,

. | your -- your -- your powers are diminished or
- that would be_lnis pre difficult to

expanded, that -- that's a political

ok o e o L aoi el YES, OEE, FOR EXAMPLE, THE MAJOR CRIMES ACT.
ANOTHER EASY ONE. ABSOLUTELY YES CONGRESS COULP GIVE A AGAIN, THE TEST |& RATIONALLY RELATEP TC THE

"“-&3 PREFERENCE TO NATIWE COLLEGE APPLICANTS, LONG HISTRY OF FULFILLMENT OF THE TRUST RESPONSIBILITY.
GUTTING TRIBAL EPUCATIONAL PROGRAMSG, BOARPING SCHOOL O,
APOPTION PROJECT, PUNIGHING NATIVE CHILPREN FOR SPEAKING
THEIR LANGUAGE. SQUCH AN EASY SZUESTION,
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Docs W Hump 25+ Inderesiss

o0s, Adopsed boseting #TTS
L T | = loGC st Sonad V. o

A non-Indian couple comes forward and Kavanaugh presented, __SavV ou _Know, Treasury

f".;::i'_‘y"'::; we Tﬁ*'-’.jjT._]_{j L1 l':'i:' e Eiﬂ':JF.]t the 5_L:":_I-[WJGI-:,t-tﬂl_f}lfl inS - % C}f the B]:;E'if a prefe rence ln emplO};me
paby, and they check al o OoXes under, vyou
' Is that because you would say == you
know, best i1nterests of the child. In other
| | know, I think that the classifications for
words, 1n normal cilrcumstances, this would be 3

L e o B B A T Indians are difficult because 1t's difficult --
perfect placement for the child.

But non-family members of the trif§e > there's a racial component and the political

10, they think 1t would be bej i(jEﬂlt_it[f component.

the child to be raised with the trj

MR. KNEEDLER: Right.

reservation.

- - L] 1 ' &

— pOU struggling
o cnat priority trump the

T WOULD IF IT'G NOT PIFFICULT AT ALL — THE LAW |5
T A AN AT G I EL )| AHECK YouR VALIP IF IT 1& RATIONALLY RELATEP TO THE

THE NON- : ":*luff*i*ié*-! *{j* LAl BAGES, CcHIEF. TRUST RESPONSGIBILIT

PAMILY TRIBAL s ,, INPIAN FAMILIES N

MEMBERS ARE .. | . |CAN ALGO BEe 4 | =

ALS0O THE | | : % PERFELT ad N1 7

PERFECT r ' | PLACEMENTS,
PLACEMENT., . '

..‘

ON OUR PARADE

HAALAND v. BRACKEEN

KAVANAUGH, J., concurring

against federal parties lack standing to raise the equal
protection 1ssue. So the equal protection i1ssue remains

undecided.
In my view, the equal protection 1ssue 1s serious. Under

the Act, a child 1n foster care or adoption proceedings ma

1n some cases be denied a particular placement because c

the child's race—even 1if the placement 1s otherwis
atermined to be 1n the child’s best interests. Anc

RlNIS pidiaxd =
k

o condud BRACKEEN ANP WEST FLAGLER |and not

ff-reservation gaming operations. . 4t DY), 1062,

1065-1068 (2023); Response 1in Opposition to Application

or Stay 7-10, 13-14. If the compact authorized the Tribe

o conduct off-reservation gaming operations, cither di-
rectly or by deeming off-reservation gaming operations to

somchow be on-reseryatien.thandhoe compact would Likfky

nolate the JoadTan Gaming Regulatory Act, as S Er1C
CourpeSplained. 573 F. Supp. 3d 260, 272-274 (DC 202 1) ; ety N u N

o 20 U. S, (C. §82710(d)(1), (d)(8)(A). N NN P ‘-.‘.h.

L or e , AT A . . .
. PR . s il Sl N YA ICWA'S THIRP PREFERENCE OR INPIAN CHILP [
To the extent that a separate Florida statute (as distinct ARSI DEANITION — YET ANOTHER KEEN cAGE [T

from the compact) authorizes the Seminole Tribe—and only

* AN~ W e LA
. A e g | .‘&t - ""\ ...\
. : ‘ . . - y -~ T " |
he Seminole Tribe—to conduct certain off-reservation 5 4 %\ ‘-*-‘%\b-\' -’:" N «-‘-):*“‘ﬂ >4
- ';’

. o . | ST T R INPIAN STATUS MATOR (s
gaming opcr;llt.lmll.s in Florida, the state law ra1scs SCriousuEl JRMeS ACT CAGE ¥
qual protection 1ssues. See Students for Fair Admissiong | A% g -

[

ANABOOZHOO MIGH

ne. v. President and Fellows of Harvard College, 600 _ ' BRI AR THINK. OF SOMETHING

hb‘ 206 (2023): Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pej ELOE TO TEOT UG




a turtletalk.blog

(e gigriicit cirizensiip CASES],,

1 | 1e_adontion of the Amendmer ice Miller wrate: “Tf 3 stranger or traveller passing
THE PEPARTMENT OF JUSOTICE ARGUES THAT U.S. BRIEF IN

|ELK V. WILKINS CONFIRMS THAT THERE |© NO | himse WASHINGTON v. |and
BIRTHRIGHT CITIZENSGHIP FOR CHILPREN BORN m

| OF NON-CI\TIZENS 1ld born here which goes out of

16 as not

THE GOVERNMENT |1& WRONG TO RELY ON ELK BECAUGE ELK

17 [|'© WRONG FOR AT LEAST TWO REASONG: N

18 The Supreme Court’s decision in Elk v. Wilkins, 112 U.S. 94 (1884), confirms that the

19 || children of non-resident aliens lack a constitutional birthright to citizenship. In Elk, the Court

20 || held that, because members of Indian tribes owe “immediate allegiance” to their tribes, they

21

Opposition to Motion for U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

. CIVIL DIVISION, FEDERAL PROGRAMS BRANCH
a Temporary Restraining Order 100 L STREET NW

22 " 2:25-¢v-00127-JCC - 12 WASHINGTON, DC 20005
202-514-3374

Case 2:25-cv-00127-JCC Document 36 Filed 01/22/25 Page 13 of 17

are not “subject to the jurisdiction” of the United States and are not constitutionally entitled to
citizenship. /d. at 102. Indian tribes occupy an intermediate position between foreign States
and U.S. States. See Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, 30 U.S. 1, 17 (1831) (Marshall, C.J.)
(describing Indian tribes as “domestic dependent nations). The United States’ connection
with the children of illegal aliens and temporary visitors 1s weaker than its connection with
members of Indian tribes. If the latter link 1s insufficient for birthright citizenship, the former

certainly 1s.

1. THE CONOTITUTION POES NOT Cl Z. ELK FALSELY EQAUATED
CREATE A RACIALIZEP HIERARCHY OF "ALLEGIANCE" WITH CITIZENGHIP
OATZENGHIP — THAT WAS PREP l ANP IGNOREP THE SPECIAL
SOCOTT ANP NOW THAT S OVER TRIBAL-FEPERAL RELATIONSHIP
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