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This document does not exist to persuade. It exists to test.

Pascalism Testcase, The Monarchy is an application of Pascalism™: a framework that requires every claim
to be allowed to destroy itself. No belief. No framing. No emotion. Only what remains after exposure to
falsification.

The formula is:
TRUTH(C)=D A I

D is the destruction test: can the claim be destroyed using public, traceable sources?
If yes, it falls. If no, it stands.

I is the integrity test: is the claim internally consistent? No selective omission. No framing that steers the
conclusion. No sources that contradict the point being made.

Both must succeed.

A claim that cannot be destroyed but is presented without integrity is propaganda with sources. A claim
with sincere intent that does not survive the sources is an opinion. Only what survives both tests remains
standing.

The underlying lens is Ripple Theory: everything is movement (AR).

Every action, every publication, every statement creates a ripple that moves through a system. That ripple
is a function of source (S), interference (l), and context (C).

Pascalism asks: is it true?
Ripple Theory asks: why does nobody know?

A claim can be true and still remain invisible because its ripple is dampened by destructive interference:
media, propaganda, cognitive lock. A claim can be false and still become dominant because its ripple is
amplified by repetition and context.

The method is simple:

Formulate the claim. Clear, concrete, testable.

Gather the sources. Public only. Traceable only.

Destroy it. Try to break your own claim. Formulate the strongest counterargument. Test it.

Publish. What survives destruction is published. SHA-256 timestamp. No loyalty pledge. Sources only.

This framework serves no master. It serves no client, no ideology, no expected outcome. If the test shows
that the thesis is wrong, the thesis is destroyed. That is not failure. That is the system working.

Whoever refutes the numbers using the same public sources is doing exactly what Pascalism requires.
Whoever reads this and then remains silent chooses silence consciously.
Test it. Break the claim. Or explain the silence.

The rest is marketing.
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The Lock

You are not allowed to test it.

Article 120 of the Dutch Constitution forbids courts from reviewing Acts of Parliament against the
Constitution. The Netherlands has no constitutional court. As a result, a citizen cannot ask a court to test
whether the constitutionally entrenched privileges of the King are compatible with the principle of equality.

The lock is threefold. The Constitution protects the privileges. Article 120 forbids constitutional review.
Amending Article 120 requires a two-thirds majority in both Houses of Parliament, whose members swear
an oath to the King.

The key to the lock sits inside the lock itself.

This document is not about whether you are for or against monarchy. That is an opinion. This document
is about a different question: why are you not allowed to test whether the monarchy is lawful in the first
place?

That is not an opinion. That is a mechanism.

How It Began
They call him the Father of the Fatherland.

William of Orange was born in 1533 at Dillenburg Castle, in what is now Germany. His father was Lutheran.
His mother was Lutheran. He generally spoke French. He did not receive the title *Prince of Orange*
through bloodline alone, but through the will of a cousin who died without children, on condition that
William be raised Catholic.

Was he a hero? He lost three brothers, his fortune, and eventually his life. Was he an opportunist? He
married the richest heiress in Germany for her dowry of 100,000 thalers. Both accounts are true. Both are
incomplete.

The Dutch heroic narrative purifies his mixed motives into pure sacrifice. The Spanish traitor narrative
reduces him to pure ambition. Both are propaganda.

The point is not that he was German. The point is that the official narrative nationalizes a foreign origin
without naming it.

The National Anthem

“Wilhelmus van Nassouwe ben ik, van Duitsen bloed.”
“William of Nassau am I, of German blood.”

The “Wilhelmus” was written around 1570 as rebel propaganda. For centuries it was a factional song,
the song of the House of Orange and its supporters, not the song of the nation. When the Kingdom of
the Netherlands was founded in 1815, William | deliberately chose a different national anthem. The
“Wilhelmus” was too closely tied to one faction.



In 1932 it was finally made the national anthem, on the occasion of Queen Wilhelmina’s jubilee.
Symbols change meaning. Their origin does not disappear because the symbol is repurposed.

Sources: Canon of the Netherlands — “Wilhelmus” as national anthem; historical overviews on *Wien
Neérlands Bloed* and its replacement in 1932.

The Turn
In 1813, a handful of nobles assigned themselves a kingdom.

Napoleon had been defeated elsewhere. A power vacuum emerged. Three Dutch nobles, Van Hogendorp,
Van der Duyn van Maasdam, and Van Limburg Stirum, formed a triumvirate and invited William Frederick of
Orange back from exile in England. He arrived on a British frigate at the beach of Scheveningen.

They wrote a constitution. They “selected” 600 notables to approve it. They wrote immunity, tax
exemption, and hereditary power into the order they themselves constructed.

Was this a coup? In 1813 there was no democratic alternative anywhere in Europe. Every state produced by
the Congress of Vienna was an elite construction.

What is distinctive about the Dutch case is not that it happened that way. What is distinctive is that the
official narrative presents it as popular liberation. William landed on the beach at Scheveningen and was
later recast as liberator. That is the myth.

The Dutch constitutional order is still presented as if it were part of a Napoleonic inheritance. The truth
is the reverse: after the Napoleonic period, Dutch elites drafted a constitutional transfer of sovereignty
to William and his descendants. It was designed around elite preservation. None of that is neutral. That
structure still stands today. Test the conclusion yourself.

Their world had changed. Their legitimacy was unstable. The “modern elite” emerged at the moment
elite preservation ceased to present itself as elite preservation and began to present itself as governance,
order, progress, and the public good. Convince the masses that they count, and they will carry their own
subordination. That is the turn into “the system”: an order in which the people systematically function in
the service of elites.

The people work. The King and his class call that care. The formula still holds.

This is called “state capture”. The term comes from political science and is commonly applied to countries
such as Russia, Hungary, and South Africa. The mechanism is straightforward: an elite takes over an existing
state, writes the rules itself, legalizes its own position, and entrenches privileges that can no longer be
independently corrected.

That is what happened here.

But apply the same term to a Western monarchy and the reaction becomes evasive. The same concept that
is freely applied abroad is declared inapplicable at home. That is not rebuttal. That is confirmation.

It was state capture, and that structure is still functioning in 2026: privileges fixed in 1813, shielded by



Article 120, and maintained at the expense of a citizen who is not permitted to test their legality.

Refute the criteria, not the tone and not the phrase “state capture.” It is not a metaphor. It is a descriptive,
testable structure of self-written power, entrenched privilege, and blocked correction.

Sources: Parlement.com — Constitution of 1814; Sovereign Prince William 1813—1815; Constitution of 1815;
Government 1813—-1848.

What They Granted Themselves

Scheveningen was the image. The Constitution was the transfer.

Hereditary sovereignty. The Crown passes automatically, without election.

Immunity. The King is inviolable; ministers are responsible. Article 42(2).

Tax exemption. The King is exempt from income tax and inheritance tax on royal assets. Article 40.

Grandeur as instrument. Palaces, court staff, ceremony. Structural resources unavailable to elected
politicians. The bill is carried by the public.

The constitutional revision of 1848 made the monarchy “constitutional.” The label changed. The privileges
remained. The monarchy lives tax-free inside a system financed by the working population. That large
fortune is the residue of that protected order. Every Dutch taxpayer co-finances it.

You pay for it. You are not allowed to test whether that is lawful.

The possible excuse is this: “Later constitutional revisions legitimized it.” That does not hold. Later
constitutional revisions, including those of 1848 and 1983, did not legitimate the original capture. As long
as Article 120 remains and legislators must swear loyalty to the King, every later revision remains trapped

within the framework of the original capture.

Sources The Royal House — financial topics; budget of the King,; income of the King; Parlement.com — key
provisions of the 1814 Constitution.

The Cost
Official budget: €55 million per year. Estimated real cost: €350 million.

The gap lies in what is not fully visible on the formal budget: tax exemption connected to an estimated
fortune of roughly €12 billion, palace maintenance, security, and diplomatic housing.

Those estimates come from the Republican Society, an advocacy group. They are not an independent audit.

But the central claim does not depend on those estimates. The structural tax exemption is not an estimate.
It is written into the Constitution. That privilege is hard law.

Sources: The Royal House — budget of the King; financial topics; costs of the Royal House; income of the
King.



The Stress Test
In 2020, Willem-Alexander enjoyed 76% public support. One year later that figure had fallen to 47%.

During COVID, the royal family went on holiday to Greece while the Dutch public had been asked to stay at
home. They returned within hours, after public outrage.

A crisis strengthens legitimacy when the leader is seen to suffer with the population. Queen Wilhelmina
during the Second World War was rebuilt as one with the people, not by war alone, but by narrative.

A crisis weakens legitimacy when the leader preserves privilege while the people suffer.

COVID exposed in real time what propaganda usually conceals: the monarchy operates in a different reality
from the people.

Sources: NOS/Nieuwsuur — trust in the King and the Greece trip; The Royal House — public overviews;
Historiek — Wilhelmina in wartime and later criticism.

Repositioning
In June 2025, the Netherlands hosted the NATO summit. Willem-Alexander invited Trump to the palace as a
personal guest, the first time such treatment had been extended to a non-royal foreign head of state.

In the Netherlands, this was marketed as diplomatic success. The royal couple were framed as a charm
offensive holding NATO together. The coverage went further: the King as the man who “handled” Trump;
Maxima as the figure whose charisma softened him.

Internationally, the picture was harsher. RUSI, the British defence think tank, described the summit as
submission to one man. *The Nation* framed it as NATO handing its crown to Trump.

Same facts. Opposite readings. Separated by language, audience, and interest.

This is where the monarchy becomes more than ceremony. It becomes an instrument of perception
management. It offers personal flattery, palace spectacle, dynastic prestige, and the borrowed legitimacy
of royalty as a way to launder political relationships that would look nakedly transactional if conducted by
ordinary elected officials. Trump is not merely received. He is staged, softened, and symbolically elevated.
The palace does not simply host power. It aestheticizes it.

And that is precisely the international function of monarchy in its late form: when democratic legitimacy
weakens, symbolic legitimacy is deployed harder. Foreign leaders are not persuaded through constitutional
argument. They are managed through atmosphere, rank, spectacle, intimacy, and the illusion of historic
continuity. That is not neutral diplomacy. It is image engineering with a crown.

Their disadvantage now is that the script can be checked. Not only through Dutch outlets. Not only through
domestic framing. Look outside the language boundary and the protective narrative weakens.

This is the pattern. Each time the monarchy begins to lose its domestic justification, it requires a new story
about why it is still necessary. During the NATO summit, that story was utility.

| see something else: an old elite losing control and therefore working harder, through narrative and
spectacle, to make itself appear indispensable.



On 13 April 2026, Willem-Alexander and Maxima are due to meet in the United States. My prediction is
simple: the Dutch public-relations machine will present the visit as fresh proof that monarchy still delivers
stability, unity, and international value. Trump will again be framed domestically as the chaotic outsider;
Willem-Alexander as the respectable stabilizer; and the crown as the device through which that contrast is
made visible.

This document is the timestamped benchmark.

Sources: NATO — The Hague summit; RUSI — analysis of the NATO summit; *The Nation* — commentary on
NATO and Trump.

The Cognitive Lock

All information in this document is public.

Birth records. Wills. Constitutional articles. Budgets. Popularity figures. Nothing here is secret.
If everything is publicly available, why is the structural question almost never asked?
Counterargument: perhaps the question has already been asked and simply rejected.

But that is not what you see. What you see is fragmentation: costs here, tradition there, popularity
elsewhere, constitutional law in isolation. The structural question is not refuted. It is split apart.

Because the debate is framed as “monarchy versus republic”—a matter of taste, preference, identity.
Republicans argue about costs, holidays, allowances, and luxury accessories. They argue inside a frame
built by the system itself.

The strongest lock is not legal. It is cognitive.

The system does not primarily defend itself through Article 120. It defends itself by preventing most people
from even identifying Article 120 as the problem.

The Netherlands as Moral Showcase

The Dutch did not begin to think this way by accident. That self-image was cultivated—by the state, by
the monarchy, and by a permanent public-relations apparatus that had to sell the Netherlands to itself as
exemplary, morally advanced, and superior.

That image was not innocent. It was necessary. To preserve the construction, the people had to believe
they belonged to one of the most advanced countries in the world. That produces elevation, blindness,
and distance from other nations. The material reality is simpler: the people do not possess that grandeur.
The elites do. When the King goes on a foreign mission, he does not go there for you. He goes for the
construction and for the elites who share in it. You do not. But you are required to believe otherwise. That
belief is called national pride. The media supply the script. The public repeats it.

“Model nation” is not a neutral description. It is a protective shell. A cocoon in which subordination is
experienced as moral superiority. That is how national self-image protects the construction it has been
trained to admire.



Every moral criticism the Netherlands projects onto other countries carries that hypocrisy with it. Take
Hungary and Orban. The point is not whether you like Orban. The point is that the Netherlands lectures
others about democracy and rule of law while those same standards cut harder against its own hereditary
order. Orban can be voted out. Try doing that with a monarchy.

Then ask where the hatred comes from. Orban. Trump. Others. The Dutch media supply the frame, the
tone, and the enemy. They train the eye outward and call that moral clarity. They train aversion and call it
civilization. As long as the public is taught to believe that things are worse elsewhere, it will not examine

the rot at home. External contempt becomes internal blindness.

Sources: El Debate — Amalia’s Chanel bag; Vanitatis / El Confidencial — luxury accessories; Harper’s Bazaar
Espafia — Chanel bag in higher price range; additional royalty and fashion reporting.

The Test Case

This document becomes a test case the moment the following question is formally asked:

“Am | allowed to test whether the privileges written for elites in 1813 are still compatible with the principle
of equality?”

Two outcomes. Both produce data.

It is not allowed. Then the lock becomes visible.
It is allowed. Then review begins.

The reaction is the data.

Article 94 of the Constitution does permit review against international treaties: the European Convention
on Human Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the EU Charter.

Every national refusal strengthens the international complaint. The refusal itself documents the violation.

The ECHR, which the Netherlands signed in part to reinforce its democratic credibility, becomes the
instrument through which its non-democratic core can be exposed.

The system supplies the weapon against itself.

Sources: Dutch Constitution — Articles 94 and 120; ECHR; ICCPR Article 26; EU Charter Articles 20 and 21;
legal overviews of constitutional review in the Netherlands.



The Challenge

This document covers 481 years, from a will in 1544 to palace diplomacy in 2025.

Every link in the chain is traceable through public sources. No secrets. No conspiracies. Only structures that
protect themselves by remaining unseen.

Test it. Break the claim.

Show that these privileges were democratically legitimized—not through the constitution written by the
beneficiaries themselves, but through a mechanism independent of them.

Or explain the silence.

Core sources: Parlement.com — Constitution of 1814; Sovereign Prince William 1813—1815; Constitution of
1815; Government 1813-1848; The Royal House — budget of the King; financial topics; income of the King;
Canon of the Netherlands — “Wilhelmus” as national anthem; Dutch Constitution — Articles 40, 42, 94, and
120; El Debate / Vanitatis / Harper’s Bazaar Espafia — Amalia’s bag; Historiek — Wilhelmina in wartime.
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Outline of a legal route against the constitutional lock on monarchical privileges

Disclaimer

This document is not legal advice. | am not a lawyer. It outlines a possible route based on public treaty
provisions, academic sources, and constitutional texts, and invites legal scrutiny. Its purpose is not yet to
present the definitive complaint, but to make the structure and logic of the legal action visible and testable
for lawyers, policymakers, and citizens.

| invite any lawyer, constitutional scholar, or human-rights specialist to test, correct, strengthen, or reject
this outline. Whatever does not survive the test is destroyed. Whatever does survive becomes a legal

action.

Where Document 2 exposes the lock, this document outlines the legal route for attacking the lock itself.

1. The Lock

The problem in one sentence: in the Netherlands, a citizen cannot ask a court to test whether the King’s
hereditary tax exemption and immunity are compatible with the constitutional principle of equality,
because the Constitution itself forbids that review.

Article 120 of the Dutch Constitution provides that courts shall not review the constitutionality of Acts of
Parliament and treaties. The Dutch Supreme Court interprets this broadly: not only is review against the
Constitution barred, but also review against the Charter for the Kingdom of the Netherlands and against
fundamental principles of law.

The lock is threefold:

(a) The Constitution entrenches the privileges (Article 40: tax exemption; Article 42(2): inviolability).

(b) Article 120 prohibits judicial review of the Constitution.

(c) Amendment of Article 120 requires a two-thirds majority in both Houses of Parliament, whose members
swear an oath to the King (Article 47 of the Charter for the Kingdom).

The key to the lock sits inside the lock itself.

2. The Core Question
The question is not: is the monarchy legal? The monarchy operates within the law currently in force.

The question is: is it lawful that | am not allowed to test whether the monarchy is legitimate in the first
place?

This route forces the system to answer: refusal proves the lock; substantive review opens the testing itself.
That is a fundamentally different question. The first concerns the substantive content of the Constitution.

The second concerns the right of access to a court—a right protected by international treaties that the
Netherlands has signed and ratified.



3. The Gap: Article 94 of the Constitution

Article 120 prohibits review against the Constitution. But Article 94 of the Constitution provides that
statutory rules shall not be applied if that application is incompatible with provisions of treaties that are
binding on all persons.

That means a Dutch court may review legislation against the ECHR, the ICCPR, and other self-executing
treaty norms, even though it may not review against the Dutch Constitution itself.

That is the gap.

4. Three Legal Tracks
4.1 Track 1: ECHR (Articles 6, 13, 14)

Article 6 ECHR — Right of access to a court. The European Court of Human Rights requires this right to be
“practical and effective.” An individual must have “a clear, practical opportunity to challenge an act that
is an interference with his rights.” If Article 120 prevents a citizen from testing whether hereditary tax
exemption is compatible with equality, that access is not effective.

Article 13 ECHR — Right to an effective remedy. Anyone whose Convention rights are violated must have an
effective remedy before a national authority. If the violation is embedded in the Constitution itself, and the
Constitution excludes itself from review, then that remedy does not exist.

Article 14 ECHR — Non-discrimination. Article 14 prohibits discrimination in the enjoyment of Convention
rights. Hereditary tax exemption and immunity based on birth are unequal treatment on an explicitly
forbidden ground.

Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 ECHR — General prohibition of discrimination. This is broader than Article 14. It
prohibits discrimination not only in relation to Convention rights, but in relation to any right laid down in
national law. The Netherlands has ratified Protocol No. 12.

4.2 Track 2: UN Human Rights Committee (Article 26 ICCPR)
Article 26 ICCPR is among the strongest free-standing equality guarantees in international law. It is broader
than Article 14 ECHR because it is not tied to another treaty right; it stands independently.

A complaint that hereditary tax exemption amounts to discrimination on the basis of birth may, after
exhaustion of domestic remedies, be submitted to the UN Human Rights Committee under Article 26
ICCPR.

4.3 Track 3: EU Charter (Articles 20, 21)

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union is binding on Member States when they are
implementing EU law. Article 20 guarantees equality before the law. Article 21 prohibits discrimination on
grounds including birth.

The King’s tax exemption engages questions of fiscal equality and potentially state-aid logic under EU law.
This track is supplementary. The Charter has a narrower field of application than the ECHR and ICCPR, but it
reinforces the broader structure.



5. National Procedure (Exhaustion of Remedies)
Before an international complaint becomes admissible, domestic remedies must be exhausted. The route in
outline is as follows:

Step 1. Civil action before the District Court. The claimant argues that Article 40 of the Constitution (the
King’s tax exemption) is incompatible with Article 14 ECHR and Article 1 of Protocol No. 12, and seeks
review through Article 94 of the Constitution, which does permit treaty-based review notwithstanding
Article 120.

Step 2. Expected outcome. The court either dismisses the claim on the basis of Article 120, or it proceeds
to review and holds that the tax exemption is Convention-compliant. In the first case, the refusal itself
documents the violation of Articles 6 and 13 ECHR. In the second case, the substantive judgment is
appealed.

Step 3. Appeal and cassation before the Supreme Court. These steps are pursued in order to exhaust
domestic remedies fully.

Step 4. After exhaustion. Complaint to the European Court of Human Rights (Track 1) and/or individual
communication to the UN Human Rights Committee (Track 2).

6. The Domino Effect

If an international judicial body rules that hereditary tax exemption violates the principle of non-
discrimination, Article 40 does not fall alone. The unavoidable question becomes: what else cannot
withstand review?

Article 42(2) of the Constitution, the King’s inviolability, is the same type of privilege: unequal treatment on
the basis of birth.

The hereditary character of the headship of state itself, sovereignty without election, comes under the
same legal pressure.

Each privilege must be justified separately. “Because it has always been so” is not a legal justification.
The end result would be a monarch who pays tax, enjoys no immunity, and whose position must be
periodically confirmed in democratic form. At that point there is no functional difference left between such

a monarch and a ceremonial elected president.

The monarchy does not die violently. It is emptied.

7. The Political Climate
This route has not previously been framed in this way: not as a political preference for a republic, but as a
legal question about the right to be allowed to test. The climate is ripe for it.

The Childcare Benefits Scandal exposed the consequences of the absence of constitutional review and led
to a parliamentary motion in April 2021 urging amendment of Article 120.

The Venice Commission of the Council of Europe advised the Netherlands to consider amending Article 120
or introducing other mechanisms of constitutional review.



The Halsema proposal (2002) to amend Article 120 passed first reading but lapsed in the Senate in 2018.
The government has announced plans for reform of judicial review.

Support for the monarchy has declined structurally: 80% in 2013, 50% in 2023. Among people under 35,
34% favour a republic.

8. The Attempt as Evidence

There are two possible outcomes to this route, and both prove the point.

Outcome A: it is not allowed. The court refuses review. The lock is then demonstrated. A citizen with a
documented analysis is not permitted to test whether hereditary tax exemption violates equal treatment.
The state capture, as set out in Document 2 under the title “The Turn,” is not merely historical but current.
The refusal itself becomes the basis of the international complaint.

Outcome B: it is allowed. The court reviews the matter on the merits. The state must then justify each
privilege separately. The test case becomes a legal precedent.

In both outcomes, the attempt itself is the evidence. Not the result, but the system’s reaction to the
guestion, is the data.

9. The System Falsifies Itself

The ECHR, which the Netherlands signed in part to reinforce its democratic credibility, becomes the
instrument through which its non-democratic core may be exposed. The state capture described in
Document 2 under the title “The Turn” may be undone by the Netherlands’ own signature beneath the
treaty that helped shield it.

The system supplies the weapon against itself.

10. Sources
Constitutional law: Articles 1, 40, 42, 94, and 120 of the Constitution of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.
Article 47 of the Charter for the Kingdom.

ECHR: Articles 6, 13, and 14 ECHR. Article 1 of Protocol No. 12. Council of Europe, Guide on Article 6 (civil
limb).

ICCPR: Article 26 ICCPR. Optional Protocol to the ICCPR.
EU Charter: Articles 20 and 21 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union.

Academic sources: German Law Journal, “The Prohibition on Constitutional Review by the Judiciary in the
Netherlands” (2020); Utrecht Law Review on Articles 94 and 120 of the Constitution; Verfassungsblog,
“Constitutional Review in Sight?” (2021); Leiden Law Blog, “Reforming Judicial Review with Respect

for Democracy” (2024); Cairn.info, “The Irrelevance of the Netherlands Constitution”; Springer, The
Netherlands: The Pragmatics of a Flexible, Europeanised Constitution.

Political sources: Halsema proposal (2002, lapsed 2018); parliamentary motion on abolition of the
constitutional-review ban (April 2021); government outline letter on constitutional review; Venice
Commission opinion.



This is an outline, not a filed complaint. | am not a lawyer. Any lawyer who wishes to test, correct, or
execute this route is welcome. What survives the test becomes a legal action. What does not survive is
destroyed.
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