
© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 Page 188 
 

CHAPTER NINE 

 

“... it was written I should be loyal to the nightmare of my choice.” – Joseph Conrad 

 

 SIMPLE QUESTION: How does an American citizen on official government business 

explain to his family that for years he was falsely imprisoned? 

 How does this citizen of Middle America tell his children that the charges levied against 

their father were not only lies, they represented evidence of a Department of Revenue within the 

State of Wisconsin that was operating in violation of the truth and of his constitutional rights?  

Even adult children don’t understand words like “non-jurisdictional federal/state/county/private 

custodial facilities” or “renditioned” (kidnapped) – and to tell them he was kidnapped by his own 

government went beyond anything they had watched on "Mission Impossible" as young children. 

 How would President Obama explain such a phenomenon to his two young daughters if 

this had happened to him?   How would President Clinton, in office at the time of the July 7, 

1993 arrest and probably responsible for it, explain it to Chelsea?  Well, of course, neither would 

bother with such trivia… if you’re not a member of the elitist cabal of crooks you are merely 

viewed as “collateral damage” when your paths cross and the road you’re on threatens theirs.  

Their road was money and Leo Wanta’s road provided what they wanted. 

 What an interesting dialectic this is!  In Hegelian and Marxist philosophy, a dialectic 

thought process, two apparently opposing ideas – the thesis and antithesis – combine to create a 

unified whole – or, a synthesis.  However, if the same power base controls the arguments at both 

end of the spectrum, dialectic argument can be used to control all things in between both ends of 

the thesis and antithesis.  And that is what is happening to the world’s political system today.  

Specifically, the liberal left is controlled by the same entity that controls the conservative right.  

By controlling the philosophies and what is said at both ends of the spectrum, the cabal that runs 

the world also controls the discussion and beliefs that fall between the two extremes.  This is one 

reason there is so much disinformation serving as news today.  Disinformation is critical to 

maintaining control of the dialectic. 
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 In the dialectic of Ambassador Leo Emil Wanta, there are on the one hand elitists who 

have done little to create their own wealth.  Either they inherited it, or they stole it from others 

(the people)… and they have amassed fortunes that run into the billions in some cases, and 

trillions in others.  Let’s call them the thesis. 

 On the other hand there exists an antithesis… a man who risked his life to amass the 

greatest fortune ever created by one person – $27.5 trillion – $4.5 trillion of it is his, $23 trillion 

of it to be given to the American people.  The public applauds the thieves who try to kill the 

antithesis… the man who has devoted his life to his country and the well-being of the people.  

He is demeaned, lied about, put in prison, stolen from, and muzzled.   If that doesn’t make clear 

to you just how upside-down our moral values are in America, nothing will. 

 How is a citizen – admittedly a man surrounded by intrigue, but a citizen nonetheless – 

supposed to explain to his children that when he was arrested in Lausanne, Switzerland on July 

7, 1993 for “Failure to pay an ESTIMATED Wisconsin Civil Income Tax Assessment of 

$14,129.00,” that he had already paid the tax – even though the State's demands for payment 

were invalid?  When the Demand for Payment of this ESTIMATED CIVIL income tax was 

made, he had already paid it – twice – a year earlier in May and June of 1992. The primary 

reason he paid it was to prevent family upset… he hadn’t earned an income in the state making 

the spurious charges. He was out of the country – serving his country with honor. Yet, on July 7, 

1993 while he was en route to meet Bill Clinton’s Deputy White House Counsel, Vince Foster, at 

the Hotel de la Paix in Geneva, he was arrested for non-payment of an alleged civil income tax 

assessment he did not owe and one he had already paid twice. 

 It was September 30, 1987 when Case 87-CV-2941 was filed by Attorney Paul R. 

Schwartz. What’s really interesting about this name is the involvement of Susan Schwartz. She is 

the Assistant Wisconsin Attorney General who on May 8, 1992 witnessed the criminal complaint 

statement of Department of Revenue agent Dennis Ullman – a man of many outright lies in both 

the criminal complaint and the Wanta trial in 1995.  LAST PAGE CRIMINAL COMPLAINT 

In the sworn statement Susan Schwartz witnessed, Ullman said “that defendant’s (Wanta’s) 

taxable income for the years 1988 and 1989 was unreported, that defendant’s tax returns for 

those years were false and fraudulent, and that defendant intentionally evaded assessment.” 

You’ll hear more about Ullman's intentional misstatements in the next chapter discussing 

testimony given at Wanta’s May 8 - 11, 1995 criminal tax trial. 
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 Even more interesting regarding the Schwartz name is the fact that Assistant Attorney 

General Susan Schwartz was also the person who removed Joanne E. Wanta’s name from the 

cases filed against both husband and wife – remember all of those cases filed against the Wantas 

back in the 1980s?  All of the Falls Vending cases filed were originally filed against both 

Wantas.  When in the 1990s the tax warrant was issued for the estimated civil income tax due, 

the warrant was in both names.   

 It would be interesting to know if Susan and Paul R. Schwartz are related and what 

Joanne Wanta traded for being let off of the Wisconsin tax hook. All charges against her were 

dropped and she was never prosecuted (only her husband faced prison for the tax charges filed) 

even though the tax returns were filed jointly. You don't suppose they threatened Mrs. Wanta 

with prosecution when she testified at his trial, do you? Surely they wouldn't threaten to 

prosecute her if she didn't say exactly what they wanted!  Since even in Wisconsin a wife cannot 

be forced to testify against her husband – and though they were separated at the time of the trial, 

they were still married – she did not have to testify… unless a promise of non-prosecution was 

held like a carrot in front of her nose. 

 Here is living proof of what the Wisconsin Department of Revenue – and Joanne Wanta – 

did that brought the roof crashing down on Leo Wanta’s head.  Look at the following forms and 

take note of a few details (especially the tax warrant numbers and to whom they are sent). 
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 Good old Mark O. Williams at the Department of Revenue – he’s the one who signed the 

tax warrants that should have been made out in the name of Falls Vending but Mark put them in 

Leo Wanta’s name, instead.  Mr. Williams evidently generated TWO tax warrants (above), both 

with the same number.  He created two Tax Warrants numbered 44-00162088.  He crossed 

Joanne’s name out on the form he sent to Leo E. Wanta, and he crossed Leo’s name out on the 

form he sent to Joanne.  Both have the same tax warrant number.  When Williams did this, he 

created a double tax.  He was billing Leo for $14,129 and he was billing Joanne for $14,129.  So 

the Wantas owed not $14,129 according to the Wisconsin computer system.  They owed 

$28,258. 

 Williams isn’t the brightest candle on the cake – and that is evidenced even further by the 

middle initial he erroneously assigned to Joanne Wanta.  Her middle initial (as is quite clear in 

all of the tax documents and cases filed against the Wantas) is “E,” (for Elizabeth) not “G.”  

Williams generated this tax warrant in the name of Joanne G. Wanta rather than Joanne E. 

Wanta; just another in a long line of errors by Mark O. Williams. 

 The evidence that the first $14,129 amount sent by Leo Wanta from a Malaysian bank 

was received and applied can be clearly seen by the form below.  We know Joanne Wanta 

received the money and applied it to her tax debt… leaving Leo out on a limb.  Had Joanne not 

personally paid the tax liability addressed to her (with Leo’s name scratched out), the “G” would 

not have been changed to “E” in the following receipt.  She had to be in personal touch with the 
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Department of Revenue to have the error corrected.  This tax was credited to Joanne E. Wanta on 

June 4, 1993, a year after the payment was sent by her husband, Leo  (and she wanted to make 

sure it was credited to Joanne E., not Joanne G. – and she certainly made sure it wasn’t credited 

to him… even though the couple had been separated for years).  Here is the letter releasing 

Joanne Wanta from all tax liabilities… interesting that it is dated in 1996, after her testimony at 

the 1995 Dane County trial (though the payment below is dated June 4, 1993). 

 

 

 The truth was, Leo Wanta moved to Austria in 1988 and had no Wisconsin income to 

declare. He and his wife were legally separated – a fact the Department of Revenue never 

seemed to “get.”   

 There are copies of both checks… one sent in May 1992 and the other sent in June 1992.  

Joanne’s tax payment shown on the above form wasn’t credited until June 1, 1993 – a year after 

it was sent and one month before Wanta was arrested in Switzerland. 

 The second check, sent by Wanta to an attorney to make sure it got paid, Check #6992, 

cleared the bank on June 24, 1992.  It was not credited to Leo Wanta until after he was found 

guilty of tax evasion in 1995.  The payment was finally credited in the winter of 1995… 

November, I believe.   

 So, in addition to unlawfully assigning tax warrants in the 1980s belonging to Falls 

Vending Service, Inc. to the name of Leo E. Wanta, Mark O. Williams also doubled the tax 

amount due from the Wantas by entering the same tax warrant number twice so he had two 

copies… a copy for “him” and a copy for “her.” 

 It’s very clear that’s what happened. 
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 There are several things that muddy the waters regarding the 1995 Wisconsin tax charges 

and they are best put on the table now. 

 First, even after their separation, Joanne Wanta continued to file joint income tax returns 

and Leo  

continued signing them… declaring “zero” income.  It was a mistake.  She was living in 

Wisconsin, he was living in various parts of the world but had legal residency in Vienna, Austria, 

as of June 1988.  Filing tax returns in a state where you no longer live does poison the well 

because the Department of Revenue saw he was filing tax returns and assumed he was a resident 

of the state.  He declared no income – no zero amount entered; it was just left blank.  That’s 

important re testimony of Dennis Ullman in the trial.  Regardless, the returns were filed. 

 Why did Wanta allow this?  Well, Leo Wanta may well be an investment genius, but that 

doesn’t make him a tax expert.  He may have felt that his residency in Austria was very clear cut 

and no questions would ever be asked about it; he probably felt he was helping his wife by 

allowing the joint filing, or perhaps he felt it helped him maintain a connection with his family, 

especially his adult children.  There’s no doubt he loves his country and it may have been a way 

to stay attached “to home.”  Regardless of the reason, it was a mistake and gave credibility to the 

case the Department of Revenue presented to a jury that Wanta was a resident of Wisconsin and, 

thus, owed the state for income taxes (even though no income, per se, had been earned or paid in 

the United States). 

 Second, when the Wisconsin Department of Revenue discovered that Mr. and Mrs. 

Wanta were not living together – probably in 1991 as they were deciding to aggressively pursue 

him – they changed the tax form being sent to both individuals at the former couple’s residence 

(where Mrs. Wanta still lived) as explained above, thereby doubling the taxes owed.  Again, 

what was done by the Wisconsin Department of Revenue was unlawful – but that appears to be 

the norm in that state. 

 On November 17, 1993, Ambassador Leo Emil Wanta was returned to the United States 

where he was arraigned in the Federal District Court of Magistrate Allyne Ross and all charges 

were dismissed.  Before Wanta could leave the Brooklyn courthouse, however, two New York 

detectives re-arrested him.  They had no warrant and no Miranda rights were read.  They 

apologized, saying they were “just doing a favor for the State of Wisconsin” from whom they 

had received a FAX.  They asked New York to hold Wanta for tax evasion… the paperwork for 
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an extradition would be forthcoming.”  That was the same story they gave to the Suisse Sûreté, 

wasn’t it?  Yes.  It was. 

 The Wisconsin Department of Revenue had to be in a huge state of panic when within 

two hours of reading Dennis Ullman’s Criminal Complaint a New York lawyer made mincemeat 

out of it and the charges were dismissed at the arraignment two days later by Federal District 

Court Magistrate Ross.  By this time, they’d had Wanta unlawfully arrested in Switzerland by 

the Sûreté, held in a dungeon for 134 days, had him flown in body chains back to the United 

States… and their case had fallen apart in the hands of the first judge who looked at it.  They had 

to do something – like the Swiss, if they didn’t do something, they could be liable for more than 

the State of Wisconsin was worth if Wanta decided to sue them. 

 But there was more to it than that.  There had to be because the State of New York isn’t 

stupid.  New York has one of the sharpest justice departments in the nation, especially when it 

comes to financial matters.  However, the Federal Reserve Bank is located there and it, along 

with the Treasury Department, knew of the Wanta fortune.  Both were involved in the planned 

theft of it.  Did that influence the behavior of New York Attorney General?  It’s an unanswerable 

question… but it is a legitimate question. 

 There are a million questions that could be asked here… but there are no provable 

answers to the most damning of them.  How involved was Joanne Wanta relative to informing 

the Department of Revenue about the huge fortune Wanta controlled?  When Mark Williams 

crossed out Leo’s name on that form and sent it directly to her, did she provide information about 

him to save herself?  It certainly appears that way.  The fact that she, still his wife at his trial, 

testified makes this possibility an even greater likelihood.   

 Did Wanta’s former attorney, Tom Wilson, whom he asked to pay the tax warrants in 

May and June of 1992 (and who had received information about Frank B. Ingram from 

Singapore lawyer Ramakrishnan who wrote to him when Kok Howe Kwong died, divulging that 

Wanta was a secret agent known as Frank Ingram – letter can be viewed as part of Chapter 

Five’s text) decide to team up with Mrs. Wanta to Leo Wanta’s detriment?  Did the State of 

Wisconsin, upon learning Wanta was a secret agent who controlled a huge fortune, contact the 

federal government (which was obviously involved in the takedown of Leo Wanta)?  Is that why 

the State of Wisconsin offered a plea agreement that required Wanta to divulge the location of all 

business and personal funds? PLEA AGREEMENT   
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 Here is the important paragraph from Assistant Attorney General J. Douglas Haag.  The 

State would agree to put Wanta on probation if: 

 

 They were, of course, after the money.  Wanta, of course, rejected the offer of a plea 

agreement, but was Wisconsin working WANTA REJECTS PLEA AGREEMENT hand-in-

hand with federal authorities who were already trying to dig up all of Wanta’s money and were 

telling the banks that held the funds that he was dead?   As I said… a million questions.      

 New York State unlawfully and without a warrant held Leo in the Brooklyn Detention 

Center until December 13, 1993 (almost a month from the date of his arrival on November 17, 

1993) until Wisconsin filed a new criminal complaint.  A few thousand dollars were added to the 

tax warrants shown above (interest and penalties) and the total ended up being $14,129. 

 And there is a disagreement as to the time Wanta was taken from New York to 

Wisconsin.  Was it December 13
th

?  Or was it December 21
st
?  He remembers the date as being 

much closer to Christmas.  In line with that, I have seen documents stating he was not removed 

from the Brooklyn Detention Center to be returned to Wisconsin until December 21, 1993… 

investigating further.  It’s an important detail because Leo signed a 30-day extradition 

agreement, giving Wisconsin permission to take him from New York back to Wisconsin 

provided they do so within 30 days of the 19
th

 of November, the date Magistrate Ross released 

him from detention in New York.  He wanted to get home to his family in time for Christmas.  

He knew he hadn’t done anything wrong and wanted to argue his case in the Wisconsin courts.  

Little did he know of the set up.  He remembers arguing in court that Wisconsin had let more 

than 30 days go by from the date he signed the extradition agreement and so Wisconsin 

unlawfully returned him to Madison after his signed agreement deadline of December 19
th

. 
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 Once again, Wanta was put in body chains and flown into his home state of Wisconsin… 

to Madison, where he’d never lived a day in his life.  He was wearing sweat pants and a 

sweatshirt taken, Wanta thinks, from another prisoner.  He clearly remembers being dragged 

through the airport looking like, he is sure, not a panhandler, perhaps, but like a very dangerous 

person.  It horrified him.  You may want to ask yourself an interesting question I’ve asked 

myself many times since I learned of Leo Wanta’s story.  Why would the nation of Switzerland 

put a man in chains over a $14,129 estimated civil income tax non-payment?  And, why would 

the State of Wisconsin put a man in chains over a $14,129 criminal charge for an estimated 

income non-payment?  Sorry… it just doesn’t make sense! 

 He was placed in the Dane County Jail where he once told me it was so crowded he had 

to sleep on the cement floor and others in the same cell stepped all over him.  Before they took 

him into the jail, they did a body search outside in the prison yard… there he was, standing 

naked in the snow in Wisconsin in December.  It is reminiscent of how the Soviet Union man-

handled prisoners taken to their Gulags. 

 He remained in jail… no bail.  At his bail hearing, Susan Schultz told some of the most 

remarkable lies about Wanta you can imagine.  Even the Swiss (who had access to much better 

information from the European legal system) understood that Wanta’s police record “was blank” 

– and it was 2000 when the Tribunal Hearing was held and this fact was documented.  Ms. 

Schultz in 1993 practically told the judge that Leo Wanta had been arrested in half of the cities of 

the world.  That is totally untrue – before Lausanne, Leo E. Wanta had never before been 

arrested for anything.  Statements made by the Swiss in their Tribunal Hearing about Wanta’s 

arrest record being “blank” (as of the year 2000) support Wanta’s claims of no prior arrests.  

Wisconsin wanted him behind bars.  They did not want him out on bail, walking around to tell 

his story or talking with newspaper reporters.  They wanted him muzzled and they didn’t care 

how they accomplished it… and Ms. Schultz was willing to lie in court to support that objective. 

 These are officials paid by the State of Wisconsin taxpayers to do a job.  Milwaukee 

evidently became a bedroom community for Chicago mobsters in the 1930s.  They put their 

families in Wisconsin, safely away from that “toddlin’ town” where dangers of their criminal 

occupations might threaten wives and children.  Also evidently, children of 1930s mobsters let 

their grown children go into the family business and they evidently stayed in Wisconsin to ply 

their trade. 
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 Leo Wanta sat in the Dane County Wisconsin jail from December 13, 1993 (or the 21
st
) 

until May 8, 1995, when he was finally brought to trial.  The transcript from the trial is more than 

a thousand pages long.  There is no way to address all of it here, but the more relevant parts of 

the transcript will be analyzed. 

 But let us begin to see the courtroom environment into which Wanta walked. 

THE TRIAL BEGINS MAY 8, 1995 

  
 Judge Michael B. Torphy, Jr. in whose courtroom the Wanta trial was held was a former 

District Attorney.  As such, he was thoroughly familiar with Wisconsin’s criminal laws.  His 

courtroom was located in Circuit Court Branch 2, Madison (Dane County/County of Dane), 

Wisconsin.  The following occurred on May 8, 1995: 

  THE COURT:  Be seated.  We are on the record in the matter entitled 

State of Wisconsin versus Leo E. Wanta. Mr. Wanta is charged in an information 

dated April 20, 1995, in case 92-CF-683 with six counts of violations of various 

sections of Chapter 71 of the statutes.  It was scheduled for jury selection and trial.  

The State appears by Assistant Attorney General Mr. Douglas Haag.  Mr. Wanta 

appears in person with counsel, Mr. John Chavez. 

  I have a couple of things I want to go over, but, Mr. Chavez, you indicated 

you wanted to say something. 

PAGE 5, DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT  

 Based on Judge Torphy's "on the record" statement, it appears the only "charges" the 

State of Wisconsin had against Ambassador Wanta in 1993 until the criminal charges were filed 

in 1995 were civil charges for an estimated civil income tax deficiency.  Is an unproven, 

estimated civil income tax penalty sufficient reason for extradition from New York to Wisconsin 

-- in body chains? Is an unproven, estimated civil income tax penalty sufficient reason to hold an 

American citizen in a filthy county jail from December 1993 until his trial in May 1995?  No.  It 

is not. 

 As you read the following text from Wanta’s Dane County (or County of Dane) trial, 

remember one very important thing:  One of the objectives of the Communist Party of the United 

States of America is to corrupt people who are employed by state departments of revenue.  The 

reason why should be obvious:  So people will lose faith and confidence in their government 
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based on the corrupt behavior of those who are supposed to serve the people in the collection of 

taxes. 

 In the following text, “Mr. Chavez” is the lawyer representing Leo Wanta in the trial.  

Chavez, according to three people who attended the trial with whom I’ve spoken was snorting 

cocaine during the entire three-day trial.  One witness, a friend of Leo Wanta’s, found Chavez in 

the restroom.  Behind the doors of his stall were snorting sounds.  When he exited to the sinks, 

he was  sweating profusely and when he saw he was not alone Chavez began splashing water on 

his face complaining of the heat.  “It was quite cool, as a matter of fact,” the friend told me. 

 One might want to consider Mr. Chavez’s record as an attorney in the State of Wisconsin.  

It certainly sheds some light on why Judge Torphy and Assistant Attorney General Haag sought 

him out for this trial, the outcome of which they had already decided. 

 The following information is found at the Web pages of the Wisconsin Bar Association: 

 

First Entry:  John A. Chavez, U.W. 1990, has reopened his private practice as 

Chavez Law Office in Cambridge, focusing in criminal law. He formerly was with 

Loniello, Johnson, Simonini & Chavez, Cambridge. 

 

Second Entry:  On Dec. 14, 2005, the Wisconsin Supreme Court entered an order 

indefinitely suspending the law license of John A. Chavez, 44, Cambridge, due to 

medical incapacity. Medical Incapacity Proceedings Against Chavez, 2005 WI 167. 

On Oct. 7, 2005, Chavez and the OLR had entered into a stipulation, pursuant to 

SCR 22.34(1), which contained evidence of Chavez's medical incapacity and 

requested entry of an order indefinitely suspending his license. 

Chavez's law license had been suspended since Nov. 17, 2004, due to his failure to 

cooperate in an OLR grievance investigation. 

 Obviously, the Court (or perhaps the Prosecution or both) found a lawyer in trouble… 

medical trouble (meaning either alcohol or drugs or both) and assigned him to handle the Wanta 

defense.  You can go to the Wisconsin Bar Association Web site and input the name John A. 

Chavez if you want to read the entire record of misbehaviors.  There is no doubt that Chavez 

could be manipulated (if he wanted to keep and/or regain his license to practice law).  No wonder 

he was so frightened about losing his license for good should a complaint of inadequate 
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assistance be made against him.  You can smell that fear in his very strange words to Judge 

Torphy:   

  MR. CHAVEZ: Judge, yes, I do. I’d like to make a record. I’d prefer it be 

in camera. And Mr. Haag and I discussed we’d also – it’s my understanding he 

would have no objection to an ex parte in camera discussion. 

  

 [Barnewall Note:   According to Lectric Law, “in camera” is a Latin term that means “in 

chambers.” It refers to a hearing or inspection of documents that takes places in private, often in 

a judge's chambers. Depending on the circumstances, these can be either on or off the record, 

though they're usually recorded.  

 [In camera hearings often take place concerning delicate evidentiary matters, to shield a 

jury from bias caused by certain matters, or to protect the privacy of the people involved and are 

common in cases of guardianships, adoptions and custody disputes alleging child abuse.  Lectric 

Law says ex parte refers to situations in which only one party (and not the adversary) appears 

before a judge.]  

 

 THE COURT:  Ex parte with who? 

 MR. CHAVEZ:  With you, Your Honor. 

 THE COURT:  You and Mr. Wanta? 

 MR. CHAVEZ:  Yes. 

 THE COURT:  Just the three of us? 

 MR. CHAVEZ: Yes. 

 THE COURT: I always am very leery of ex parte discussions. 

 It is NOT strange for a defense attorney to ask for an ex parte in camera discussion with 

the judge that's about to try his case – but the judge’s reaction indicates surprise – “just the three 

of us?”  Since the definition of ex parte means “one side only,” why would a judge, schooled in 

the law, ask if Chavez meant “Just the three of us?”  Prosecutors are not invited into ex parte in 

camera meetings between the judge and the defendant and the defendant’s counsel! 

 Then prosecutor Assistant Attorney General J. Douglas Haag injects himself into the 

conversation as if he’s giving the Court his blessing or permission to confer with the defendant 
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and his lawyer – he even suggests the terms as to how the ex parte should be held, when he’d be 

willing to leave, etc. Who is running courtroom procedures? (See Page 5 of trial transcript at 

link, above). 

  MR. HAAG: The only – perhaps we ought to convene all of us – but what 

I’m concerned about is that I don’t want – to the extent that any matters that could 

be deemed privileged would be brought to the Court’s attention, I don’t want to be 

in a position where that privilege was inadvertently breached because I was present. 

  So I think we have to be particularly cautious about proceeding on these 

matters with that – just with the privilege issue in mind, Your Honor. 

 

 Haag injected this into the conversation without having been invited to the ex parte party.  

This is very strange!  The first 30 pages of the State of Wisconsin versus Leo Emil Wanta 

provide some of the strangest courtroom verbal exchanges in courtroom history. It took me until 

the third reading to realize that two lawyers and a judge (Chavez, Haag, and Torphy) are sharing 

a kind of "code speak." There is no other reasonable explanation for what is said and how things 

are verbally stated. 

 It is Judge Michael B. Torphy’s courtroom.  Why is Torphy giving so much latitude to 

Haag, letting him set the tone and establish court ground rules?  The following text from the 

Court transcript certainly doesn't sound like Torphy's in charge. 

 

 PAGE 6, DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 
 

  THE COURT: Well, I guess if -- I’m willing to have Mr. Chavez and Mr. 

Wanta discuss with me whatever they – if you’re agreeable to it.  [Barnewall note:  

Judge Torphy is asking Mr. Haag’s permission???  Good grief!] 

  MR. HAAG: Well… 

  THE COURT: I don’t know what it is. I don’t know why it is, and I – but 

that’s – that’s sort of a carte blanche situation. 

  MR. HAAG: I would prefer to be present at first, but if it at all appears to 

Your Honor or Mr. Chavez that we may be entering into a very delicate area of 

privilege, then I would be happy to leave. 

  THE COURT: Yeah. But I don’t know what’s privileged. How would I 

know what’s privileged?  [Barnewall note:  A very strange comment, indeed.] 
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  MR. HAAG: We have to leave that to Mr. Chavez’s determination. 

  THE COURT: I guess what I would like to do in that circumstances (sic), 

very honestly, is rather than moving back and forth between chambers and the 

courtroom, unless there is some objection I’d like to, you know, just clear the 

courtroom. Is that sufficient for your purposes? 

  MR. CHAVEZ: (Moves his head in an affirmative manner.) 

  THE COURT: And get everybody back at such time as it’s appropriate. So 

to that extent I would like to have everybody but the counsel and Mr. Wanta, as I 

understand, excused from the room. 

  COURT REPORTER: Do you want this on the record? 

  THE COURT: It’s on the record – no question about it. 

  

 There is no doubt that Judge Torphy is uncomfortable and indecisive in his own 

courtroom.  There is also no doubt that Torphy wants everything on the record. 

PAGE 7, DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 

 

  COURT REPORTER NOTE:  (At this time the following record was made in a 

closed courtroom with the Court and counsel, at 9:25 a.m.) 

  THE COURT: I gather, just so the record is clear, Mr. Wanta, you have no 

objection to that, I assume? 

  THE DEFENDANT: No, I don’t. But I would like to give the Court a 

statement, which I have the right to do, Your Honor. And if I may approach the 

bench, I have a statement I would like to present the Court. I think it’s very essential 

and important for justice. 

   

PAGE 8, DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 

 

  MR. CHAVEZ:  For the record, I have not seen it, nor has Mr. Haag. 

  THE DEFENDANT:  That is correct 
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 It is very interesting that Mr. Chavez knows what Mr. Haag, the prosecutor, knows and 

doesn’t know – what he’s seen and what he hasn’t seen – of the Defendant's case. 

  THE COURT:  Do you have any objection to my sharing it with both your 

attorney and Mr. Haag? 

  THE DEFENDANT:  I have no objection as long as it becomes the 

property of the Court. 

  THE COURT:  Why don’t we – Can we deal with what Mr. Chavez wants 

to talk about first? 

  THE DEFENDANT:  Certainly. 

  THE COURT:  Mr. Chavez? 

   

  MR. CHAVEZ:  Thank you, Judge. Again, Judge, I have tried to withdraw 

from this case twice. 

   

  THE COURT:  That’s true. 

   

  MR. CHAVEZ:  Both times you denied it. We -- Certainly it is in -- it is 

within your power. The statement I want to make now is this. 

  Mr. Wanta wants me to proceed with the defense that I do not agree with – 

I do not want to go forward with. I do not have a choice, however. I have to believe 

what he’s telling me. I’ve tried to find out whether or not these things are, in fact, 

true, but I cannot verify it absolutely one way or another. 

  Thus I feel I have to go forward with what he’s telling me is the truth. Did I 

believe it?  I don’t think that matters at this point. I have to go forward with what he 

wants me to do. I find it repugnant, I find it absolutely ludicrous to go forward with 

this, and I think we’re demeaning this Court by going forward with this type of 

defense; however, that’s what Mr. Wanta wants me to do.  I will do it. 

 

 Would such statements from your defense lawyer to the Court in the presence of the 

prosecution make you feel warm and fuzzy at the quality of defense you are about to get in the 

impending trial?  Would you feel justice is about to be done and that you are assured of a fair 

trial? 

 The average person sees the word “repugnant” and thinks of it in its typical dictionary 

definition. We relate it to adjectives like: abhorrent, abominable, detestable, disagreeable, 

disgustful, disliked, displeasing, distasteful, forbidding, hateful, inedible, insufferable, 

loathsome, noisome, objectionable, obnoxious, odious, offending, offensive, out of favor, 

painful, repellent, repelling, repulsive, revolting, unacceptable, unappetizing, unpalatable, 
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unpleasant, unpopular, and unsavory. Or, it can mean adverse, alien, antagonistic, at odds, at 

variance, clashing, conflicting, contrary, different, disagreeing, discordant, incongruous, 

inconsistent, inharmonious, inimical, irreconcilable, jarring, opposed, or opposing. 

 But there is an associated concept of “repugnant” that has application to this text. It is 

part of the “secret code” to which I referred earlier that these “men of the law” are using. It has 

to do with the Constitution of the United States. The words of Mr. Chavez sound like a lawyer 

making negative comments about his client’s case. Instead, his words are establishing a base for 

his own safety net should the case he is about to throw to the wolves be appealed… as he is sure 

it will be. 

 In the case Marbury v. Madison (James Madison was, at the time, Secretary of State), 

Marbury sought to compel the delivery of his commission by seeking a writ of mandamus in the 

Supreme Court.  (That sounds a little familiar as in 2006 Ambassador Wanta tried to compel 

delivery of his $4.5 trillion commission by seeking a writ of mandamus.)  The case went to the 

Supreme Court which said this (and Chief Justice John Marshall gives the key phrase as it relates 

to Mr. Chavez’s use of “repugnant”): 

 

  “If an act of the legislature, repugnant to the constitution, is void, does it 

notwithstanding its invalidity, bind the courts, and oblige them to give it effect?” 

The answer, thought the Chief Justice, was obvious. “It is emphatically the province 

and duty of the judicial department to say what the law is. . . . If two laws conflict 

with each other, the courts must decide on the operation of each."  

 

 Chief Justice Marshall said: “A law repugnant to the Constitution is void.”  

 The Wanta case had numerous conflicts of law involving his Oath of Office as a covert 

intelligence operative.  The court did not in any way want to deal with Leo Wanta’s primary 

objections from the first day he was arrested:  1) He was a secret service agent and the Wisconsin 

courts had no authority to try him (and the Wisconsin courts did end up putting secret 

intelligence information into the court record); 2)  He (Wanta) was an Ambassador who was 

entitled to Diplomatic Immunity; and, 3)  Dane County had no jurisdiction to try him for an act 

the state said occurred in Outagamie County. 
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 The questions that would be asked of Wanta put this Defendant in conflict with not only 

his Oath, but with several federal laws that place restrictions on intelligence operatives relative to 

sharing confidential or secret information with those who have no need to know… those without 

government clearance for confidential or secret information. 

 You will remember the (relatively meaningless by comparison) Valerie Plame incident. 

Vice President Dick Cheney's Aide, Scooter Libby, went to prison for "outing" Plame in a far 

less public forum than this mock trial in Madison, Wisconsin which outed Leo Emil Wanta.  

Plame's outing is nothing by comparison to having an Assistant Attorney General for the State of 

Wisconsin "out" a Title 18 Section 6 company formed by Secret Agent Leo E. Wanta and the 

Director of Central Intelligence William Casey.  It was a company designed to gather 

intelligence information for the United States of America and was operated by Leo Wanta.  

These are all issues of law that should have been settled prior to this case being tried… but 

Defendant Wanta’s lawyer doesn’t put them on the record. 

 Leo Wanta would not allow Mr. Chavez to violate the laws that conflicted with the 

criminal complaint filed by the State of Wisconsin.  The State was gambling that Wanta would 

violate his Oath rather than go to prison… and the State lost.  Had Wanta provided the 

information the prosecution wanted, he would have been signing his own guilty plea when the 

federal government filed against him for revealing secret information. 

 Further, Chavez planned no defense against these conflicts; in his own words, he did not. 

Thus he was worried about being charged with providing ineffective counsel. That's why the two 

concepts are presented by Chavez at the same time: "repugnant" and "ineffective." That's what 

all of this "secret code" legal talk is intended to cover – and keep reading because it gets worse. 

The testimony by itself proves the reference being made has to do with a conflict of laws in this 

case and both Mr. Chavez and Judge Torphy express concern about it. 

 The law Judge Torphy chose to pursue in the trial of Leo Emil Wanta was “repugnant to 

the Constitution.”  The trial is, therefore, void. At least, constitutionally. Read the ongoing 

testimony and judge for yourself. 

 The concept of repugnance has been used in recent law. For example, former Attorney 

General John Ashcroft might have faced personal liability for the decisions that led to the 

detention of an American citizen as a material witness after the 9/11 attacks.  A federal appeals 

court panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in San Francisco said “We find 
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this to be repugnant to the Constitution, and a painful reminder of some of the most ignominious 

chapters of our national history.”   The Patriot Act was quickly passed to cover such incidents 

once the “war on terrorism” began.   

PAGE 9, DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 

 

 MR. CHAVEZ: I further have discussed the idea of his testifying. He told me Friday 

that he wants to testify, which is certainly his right. I – I can’t keep him from testifying. He’s 

going to take the stand because he told me he was going to take the stand. I’ve surrounded my 

whole case around him taking the stand. 

  Again, I don’t – I find that repugnant, but if that’s what he wants me to do, 

take the stand and testify, fine. I’m only making the record here now pertaining to 

his testimony because I’m afraid later on he’s going to say I’m not testifying and 

then he’s got me hooked. And then there is the ineffective right there and he’s got 

me hooked. I think that’s what we’re doing here today is more or less setting up Mr. 

Wanta’s appeal, and that’s the record I want to make. 

 

 Why would defense counsel think having his client take the stand was “repugnant” – 

unless this was an expressed fear about a constitutional violation? Why would defense counsel 

want to prevent his client from testifying?  If he thinks the client is guilty and will damage his 

chances for a fair trial with the jury because the client wants to testify, that is a conversation to 

be held between the client and the lawyer, not the judge and the prosecutor and the lawyer. 

 The most logical reason Wanta’s testimony is “repugnant” to Chavez is because he 

knows he cannot control potential testimony that proves the “repugnant” reference and its 

potential violation of the Constitution which would make the Court decision “void.”  He has 

stated that his entire case is based on Leo Wanta’s testimony because Wanta has said he plans to 

testify.  That in no way prevents Mr. Chavez from building a case on the numerous facts of this 

case.  God knows, there are many, many of them.  But Mr. Chavez just told the court he isn’t 

going to do that.  His case will totally be built on Leo Wanta’s testimony.  That is why the two 

topics appear together… “repugnant” and “I can’t prevent my client from testifying.” Add to that 

the final statement: “And then there is the ineffective right there and he’s got me hooked.” 

 To what is Mr. Chavez referring – “ineffective?” 
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 The Sixth Amendment to the Constitution guarantees a fair trial via its Due Process 

Clauses. It says: 

  "In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy 

and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall 

have been committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by law, 

and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with 

the witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his 

favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence." 

 

 So, a fair trial as defined by the Constitution is one in which evidence subject to 

adversarial testing is presented to an impartial tribunal for resolution of issues defined in advance 

of the proceeding. Thus, there must be adversarial testing of the prosecution’s case for a fair trial 

to occur. Mr. Chavez has already admitted that his total case is based on Ambassador Wanta’s 

testimony. He plans no adversarial testing of the prosecution’s case – no assertive cross-

examination of witnesses… his entire case rests on Ambassador Wanta’s testimony and he is 

worried that the Ambassador will not testify because if he does not, Mr. Chavez has no case.  Mr. 

Chavez has no case because that is the way Mr. Chavez has chosen to stack this deck of cards.  If 

Wanta doesn’t testify, he knows an ineffective counsel charge will absolutely stick… as he said:  

“And then there is the ineffective right there and he’s got me hooked.” 

 Just because a person is a lawyer and represents a client at trial is not enough to satisfy 

the constitutional command. The Sixth Amendment recognizes the right to assistance of counsel 

– but counsel that will play a critical role by using his ability within the adversarial system to 

produce justice. An accused is entitled to be assisted by an attorney, retained or appointed, who 

plays the role necessary to ensure a fair trial. 

 Mr. Chavez planned no defense and did not “play the role necessary to ensure a fair 

trial.”  For example, he called no witnesses on behalf of the Defendant.  He told Leo Wanta that 

the court had made no funds available for defense witnesses.  Numerous people wanted to testify 

and were told “no” by the Court.  One man, Dr. Gregory Sali, came to Wisconsin for the trial and 

stood up during the trial asking to testify but the court denied him the right.  When this 

happened, defense attorney Chavez turned to the prosecutor, Douglas Haag, and asked “What do 

we do now?” 
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 Dr. Sali is the man hired by Leo Wanta to de-nuke Soviet weapons and, according to 

Wanta, he did “a hell of a good job.”   SALI LETTER , GERRY LETTER  Chavez did not 

submit written evidence provided to him by Wanta in time to get it included in Discovery… thus, 

when it came time for Wanta to testify and present his evidence, none was available to prove 

Wanta’s history of working with American intelligence agencies as a covert operator.  Thus, it 

was never presented to the jury. 

 Chavez’s lack of representation was a planned event and he was worried about being 

accused of ineffective counsel if Ambassador Wanta, in the end, chose not to testify.  He admits 

that on the record.  If you have wondered why the other lawyers ran from this assignment, the 

lack of funds for defense costs and the “repugnant” constitutional questions involved have to 

play a huge role.  Mr. Chavez, it appears, was willing to overlook them… until it got to the date 

of the trial. He was compelled to make a record in his own defense for the lack of representation 

he knew he was providing. 

 Bear in mind, one of the primary complaints Ambassador Wanta had was the Court 

freezing his more than ample liquid assets which prevented him from retaining his own legal 

counsel, paying for witness depositions, paying for witness travel, etc. 

 That a person who happens to be a lawyer is present at trial alongside the accused, 

however, is not enough to satisfy the constitutional command. The Sixth Amendment recognizes 

the right to the assistance of counsel because it envisions counsel's playing a role that is critical 

to the ability of the adversarial system to produce just results. An accused is entitled to be 

assisted by an attorney, whether retained or appointed, who plays the role necessary to ensure 

that the trial is fair. 

 Finally with regard to this portion of the court transcript of Leo Emil Wanta’s first day of 

trial, May 8, 1995, remember this from the Sixth Amendment: 

  "In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy 

and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall 

have been committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by law, 

and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation…” 

 

 Remember the discussion about a non-jurisdictional conviction?  That is a Sixth 

Amendment violation.  Because this trial was held in Dane County (or the County of Dane), it 
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was not held in the “district wherein the crime shall have been committed.”  None of the 

unlawful Falls Vending delinquent tax problems or other suits filed against Wanta occurred in 

Dane County. That county, in other words, had no jurisdiction to try him… at least that’s what 

the Sixth Amendment says. 

 Jurisdictions can be lawfully changed.  Most people are familiar with cases where a 

prosecutor, judge, or defense attorney feels there has been too much publicity for the defendant 

to get a fair trial and so a change of venue is approved.  The trial is moved to another court in 

another county.  That is a lawful change of venue and though the trial will not be held in the 

“district wherein the crime shall have been committed,” there was a more pressing fair trial issue 

that took precedence and the change was made with the blessing of the local court where the 

crime occurred.  No such legal action was taken in this case. 

 Finally, Leo Emil Wanta was first arrested in Lausanne, Switzerland, on July 7, 1993. He 

was held in prison for over four months before being returned to the United States where all 

charges against him were immediately dismissed in Federal District Court. He was rearrested on 

the steps of the courthouse and was held in the Brooklyn federal facility for over a month before 

Wisconsin picked him up in mid-December and flew him, in body chains, to the Dane County 

Jail... where he was held from December 1993 until charges were finally filed against him in 

April 1995 and his trial began on May 8, 1995. What was that part of the Sixth Amendment 

about a fair and speedy trial in the district where the "crime" occurred? 

 In pages 5 through 9, we found Ambassador Wanta's attorney, John Chavez, was afraid 

Wanta would charge him with ineffective representation. 

 A good defense lawyer should be interested in the welfare of his client… in the outcome 

of the trial immediately ahead of him. 

 But not Mr. Chavez. 

 Instead, Chavez is worried his "planned defense" is repugnant to the Constitution. He is 

worried about that because he has built no case to defend his client.  The courts – either in 

Switzerland or in Wisconsin or both – froze Ambassador Wanta’s international bank accounts 

containing vast amounts of wealth. This single act prevented Wanta from retaining legal counsel 

of his choice. It put the State of Wisconsin in control of the trial. The only thing that can 

absolutely prevent the potential filing of an ineffective counsel charge against Chavez is the 

Ambassador's testimony which makes it look like Mr. Chavez has presented a defense when, 
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indeed he has not. Thus, it becomes a key for the Court to determine whether or not the 

Ambassador will testify. Read on and see how the Court accomplishes this. 

PAGE 10 DANE COUNTY TRIAL TRANSCRIPT 

 

  MR. CHAVEZ: Also, for the record, I had advised my client to accept the 

deal of the State, okay? I find that evidence absolutely overwhelming against Mr. 

Wanta. Mr. Wanta claims his innocence, fine. I can't tell the Judge or the Court 

either way if I think he’s guilty or innocent, that doesn’t matter, either. All that 

matters is Mr. Wanta wants his trial and he wants to testify. 

   

 Now that you know the game that's being played, the words "...All that matters is Mr. 

Wanta... wants to testify" take on a whole new meaning, don't they? 

 The following paragraphs contain negative comments about Mr. Chavez -- and he 

deserves them. However, he also deserves some sympathy for his plight. You see, Mr. Chavez 

wasn't court-appointed counsel. When on pages 5 and 6 Chavez begged Judge Torphy to allow 

him to withdraw from the case, he made it sound like the Court had appointed him as Counsel to 

Ambassador Wanta. That is untrue. Did the Wisconsin Court system and Department of Revenue 

(in league with... who? The CIA? The Swiss?) decide the easiest way to handle the Wanta matter 

was to have him committed to a mental institution? Four times they sent him for mental 

evaluation... he was found competent. Why these desperate attempts?  It’s a very Soviet way of 

achieving an objective.  If "they" can get Wanta confined to a mental institution, Wisconsin (and 

anyone with the power to demand access) controls $27.5 trillion that belongs to Ambassador 

Wanta – money he earned at the behest of President Ronald Reagan for the American people. 

 Chapter eight pretty well proved the Swiss Tribunal Hearing (held in 2000, five years 

after this Wisconsin trial of 1995) was held for fortune raping purposes.  It was not related to the 

guilt or innocence of a man against whom the Swiss had not even filed charges for seven years 

before holding the meaningless Tribunal.  Remember, Wanta was told to take those records to 

Switzerland with him by the man who supervised him when he worked under contract for the 

U.S. Treasury Department.     

 And, prior to this court appearance, Wanta had been sent to four mental institutions as 

Wisconsin tried desperately to get him committed so the court could appoint a panel – 

undoubtedly staffed by both Wisconsin and federal government employees – to manage the 
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Ambassador’s money.  The only thing that saved Wanta from that fate was a very brave doctor in 

charge of the mental health division, the head of psychiatry at the Winnebago Mental Institution, 

Dr. Connie Lee.  She had the courage to do as Wanta requested and called Vice President Al 

Gore to check Wanta’s intelligence protocols.  Gore told her that Wanta was precisely who he 

said he was. 

 Back to the subject: Why Mr. Chavez deserves our sympathy. 

 Before this trial, two or three lawyers accepted retainers averaging about $15,000 each, to 

defend Leo Emil Wanta.  Money for these retainers came from friends wanting to help Wanta.  

Kenneth Starr was one of the lawyers -- yes, that Ken Starr.  And Ken Starr just might have been 

the one who hid the Wanta Supreme Court Certiorari (Appeal), keeping the case from being 

heard by the Supremes… and since he was working for Attorney General William French Smith 

who took part in President Reagan’s secret Task Force in 1981, Starr could very well have been 

the one who leaked information about Wanta’s role to then Vice President George H.W. Bush 

(who was the former Director of the CIA).  President George Bush was the one who promoted 

Ken Starr to his position with the Supreme Court of the U.S., Solicitor General. 

 Born and raised in Texas, Starr’s great uncle, Cornelius Vander Starr founded AIG.  You 

remember AIG… it was bailed out with your thoughtful tax dollars on September 16, 2008, one 

day after Lehman Brothers Holdings went bankrupt when losses from credit default swaps 

soared.  The government poured $182 billion into AIG, eventually owning 16 percent of its 

corporate stock.  AIG is part of a group called Starr International… Cornelius Vander Starr, great 

uncle to Kenneth. 

 The first university Ken Starr attended was in Searcy, Arkansas (where he joined the 

Democrat Party).  He then moved on to George Washington, Brown and Duke Universities 

(where he graduated with a J.D.).  He was a law clerk (1973-74) for U.S. Circuit Judge David W. 

Dyer of the U.S. Court of Appeals, 5
th

 Circuit, and then became a law clerk for Chief Justice 

Warren Burger (1975-77).  In 1977, he joined the law firm of Gibson, Dunn and Crutcher where 

he worked with Theodore Olson (who led the Bush/Cheney side of the debate during the 

disputed presidential election of 2000). One of his firm's first major clients was Southern Pacific 

Railroad.  He also practiced law at Kirkland & Ellis. 

 In 1981, Ken Starr was appointed counselor to U.S. Attorney General William French 

Smith (who worked with Wanta on the Presidential Task Force).  Ronald Reagan nominated 
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Starr for a judgeship on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia where he served 

from 1983-89.  From 1989-93, he served under President George Herbert Walker Bush as 

Solicitor General. 

 Starr is best known for serving as Independent Counsel while Bill Clinton was U.S. 

President.  He was initially appointed to investigate the “suicide” death of Deputy White House 

Counsel Vince Foster who was in Geneva to meet with Leo Wanta to receive $250 million for 

Hillary Clinton’s favorite personal charity, The Children’s Defense Fund, just 13 days before his 

death.  The Clinton investigations expanded to include the extra marital affair Clinton had with 

Monica Lewinsky and the Starr Report was filed, alleging that Bill Clinton lied about the affair 

during a sworn deposition which caused a five-year suspension of Clinton’s law license. 

 In the above description of Kenneth Starr, look at the list of people who were involved in 

one way or another with Leo Wanta!  So it was little wonder that Leo Wanta thought Starr could 

provide him good legal counsel.  Starr knew all of the players, knew who Leo Wanta was and 

what he did.  An initial retainer of $15,000 was paid and Starr’s firm sent a junior member of his 

Chicago law firm to visit Dr. Connie Lee at the Winnebago Mental Health Institute where 

Wanta’s competency had been evaluated.  The lawyer’s name was Jim Reilly and he spent an 

entire day with Dr. Lee.  After hearing Dr. Lee’s convincing arguments that Leo Wanta was 

totally sane, he departed… leaving all of his notes and case files behind.  Leo Wanta never heard 

from Kenneth Starr or his law firm again (and Starr kept the retainer). 

 Judge Torphy appointed two lawyers to the case.  They, too, walked.  In one letter from 

an old friend of Wanta’s, a comment was made that the moment the lawyers heard of “all that 

money,” they wanted huge retainers.  Since Wisconsin had frozen all of Wanta’s personal and 

business accounts (hoping to get him to sign a plea promising to tell the State where all of the 

Wanta funds were located), Wanta couldn’t provide what they wanted.  Leo Wanta says the 

primary reason no attorney would stick around was the Wisconsin Attorney General’s refusal to 

work with any Wanta lawyer.  They could get no information from the court records, etc.  After 

reading those that have been analyzed by this non-lawyer, it is totally understandable that the 

prosecutor didn’t want any lawyer with an IQ two points above plant life to view their lies, 

rejection of legal opinions handed down by the Wisconsin Bench, mistakes, business tax 

warrants that obviously do not belong to any individual, etc.  
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 Mr. Chavez was appointed by the Public Defender's Office to coordinate the mental 

competency tests Judge Torphy decided Ambassador Wanta should undergo.  It didn’t bother the 

Wisconsin Courts that spending Public Defender funds on a defendant who is probably the 

wealthiest man in the world and had more than sufficient funds to personally pay for private 

counsel violated Wisconsin Statutes.  According to the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, the 

Wisconsin Public Defender's Office is always substantially over budget and is suspected of 

appointing lawyers to defend highly affluent people (many with mob connections) who can 

easily afford their own lawyers.  

 To make a long story a bit shorter, when Mr. Chavez completed the mental competency 

work for which the Public Defender retained him, Judge Torphy would not release him. It 

appears Mr. Chavez (who was not a criminal lawyer) was forced into service – forced to defend 

Wanta. As he, himself, clearly states, he had tried to resign from the case twice, but Judge 

Torphy wouldn't allow it.  Chavez twice asked Wanta to fire him.  Wanta had not hired him, he 

could not fire him… and that’s what he told Mr. Chavez. 

 Those who were after the Wanta trillions saw an easy solution: Get him declared 

mentally incompetent, put him in a mental institution, fill him with whatever drugs necessary to 

get out of him all the information required, and perhaps a convenient overdose would end this 

situation with Wanta's untimely death.  That plan comes from the old Soviet Union.  The plan 

was thwarted by the Chief Physician at the Mental Health Division of the Office of Human 

Services. She, in fact, is quoted as having said: "The only people who are crazy are the people in 

Madison who sent this man here for evaluation." 

 When the "Let's put him in a mental institution" strategy failed, Mr. Chavez was forced to 

try the Wanta case and is due some sympathy... and understanding how he got drug into the 

Wanta trial helps to better realize his fear of being charged with providing ineffective counsel. 

The man was not qualified to handle a criminal case of this kind.  That, however, doesn't change 

the fact that it was ineffective counsel at an unlawful trial for a non-existent crime. 

 So Leo Wanta’s non-jurisdictional Dane County trial began on anything but a high note 

for the Defendant.  The Chavez quotes proves he considered his client guilty until proven 

innocent. Wanta’s own counsel (before a jury is even selected) tells the Court he thinks his client 

is guilty – he tells the Judge and the Prosecutor that the evidence against his client is 

overwhelming and he has advised Ambassador Wanta to accept whatever deal the State of 
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Wisconsin has offered. As you will see later in the transcript, the evidence not only was NOT 

overwhelming, there was absolutely no evidence produced proving INCOME (as opposed to 

corporate cash flow or personal expense reimbursement) was ever paid to Leo Emil Wanta. 

 The Chavez quote establishes that a plan existed to avoid difficult cross-examinations, 

and to avoid investigating or challenging the lack of funds so witnesses or their depositions can 

be presented on the Defendant’s behalf. Chavez is establishing the basis for his own defense 

should ineffective counsel charges be brought against him. He obviously plans to present a 

defense that the court allowed a case to be decided that was repugnant to the Constitution of the 

United States because the court did not settle the conflicts of law prior to the trial.  Perhaps that 

is why Judge Torphy was so nervous! 

 According to bank statements dated April 1993 just prior to his arrest in Switzerland, 

Ambassador Leo E. Wanta had billions of dollars in the bank -- more than enough to fly 

witnesses to Wisconsin from Singapore, Austria, Russia, Switzerland, and other foreign locales 

which is where his witnesses resided. The Court withheld access to those funds; the Court 

withheld access to legal counsel of his choice. The Court provided a lawyer who witnesses say 

was using cocaine and who appears to have involved himself in a plot to withhold any vestige of 

justice from Leo E. Wanta.  All of the above makes a joke of the Wisconsin Department of 

Revenue and the Attorney General’s office. These men, responsible for making sure defendants 

get a fair trial, were engaged in a plot to do everything but that. 

 If any citizen with relatively average intelligence was suddenly appointed by a court to 

defend a fellow citizen from charges of not paying legitimate income taxes, what’s the first thing 

he or she would do?  What’s the first thing you would do?  It doesn’t take a law degree to know. 

The first thing that needs to be proven is that income was paid to the client. Only if income was 

paid can taxes against it be assessed by the State. 

 Most of us also know that there are two basic forms on which income is declared. There 

is a 1099 Miscellaneous Income form for the self-employed, and there is a W-2 Federal income 

declaration form used by employers. There are various other forms as well, but let’s keep it 

simple. At no time during the trial did attorney John Chavez demand the prosecution produce 

any income reporting form to prove income had been paid to Leo E. Wanta. 

 We citizens appointed to defend a client would be screaming; “Where are the 1099 Forms 

or the W-2 Forms which prove the Defendant earned income and didn’t pay taxes on it?” 
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 This basic question was never asked by Mr. Chavez during the trial. 

 "Well," the prosecution might insist, "no forms were issued. That doesn't prove the 

Defendant didn't receive income – after all, we’re talking about illicit, illegal income here… a 

company owned and managed by the Defendant. He chose not to send himself a W-2 Form from 

a company he owns and controls." 

 Another question must then be asked in response to the Prosecutor's statement: “Where is 

the evidence proving the company did not issue the required forms… has that company been 

prosecuted or charged with tax violations? Was it investigated?” The answer is "No." 

 If the company required by law to provide the tax forms to Mr. Wanta is not being 

investigated or prosecuted, why? If there is not sufficient evidence to prosecute the company for 

not producing required income tax forms to employees (owners or otherwise), there is 

insufficient evidence to prosecute an employee of the company! 

 This proves Mr. Chavez is either more ignorant than the average person who might be 

placed in his position.  Or, it proves that Mr. Chavez was intentionally ignoring the basic charges 

filed against Ambassador Wanta. 

 There is no doubt that a Nevada corporation – one of Leo E. Wanta’s Title 18 Section 6 

companies with a branch office in Wanta's former home in Appleton, WI – sent him checks 

which Mr. Wanta cashed. (Definition of a Title 18 Section 6 company) 

 Does cashing checks sent to him by his Nevada corporation make the funds “personal 

income” to Leo Wanta? It may or it may not. When a person works for a Nevada corporation but 

is performing duties for the company at a distant location, such an employee is usually 

reimbursed for travel and living expenses. And, as the trial progresses, it is Leo E. Wanta’s 

travel and living expenses the prosecutor presented to the Court, calling it personal income. But 

Mr. Chavez never makes these key points – because his only defense is Mr. Wanta’s 

testimony… which he finds "repugnant." 

 John Chavez is truly frightened that this trial may cost him his license to practice law in 

Wisconsin. He is frightened that the ineffective defense he plans – a defense designed to help 

find his client guilty of an imaginary charge – will fall apart and provide sufficient reason to get 

him disbarred should Wanta decide to not testify. Chavez ends his agonizingly embarrassing "I 

want to make a record" statement by saying: 
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  MR. CHAVEZ:  There. I’ve made a record. I’m just – Again, the reason 

I’m making this record is, Mr. Wanta is only setting this up for ineffective assistance 

and for appeal.   

 The closing comments on this topic by Mr. Chavez once again show his fear of 

ineffective assistance charges. There can only be one reason for this kind of fear before a jury is 

even chosen, before he performs poorly during the trial: The ineffective defense is planned and is 

known in advance. 

  THE COURT:  All right. Let me – Anything else, Mr. Chavez? 

  MR. CHAVEZ:  No, Judge. Let me read what Mr. Wanta just gave to me, 

and then I’m going to have some questions of him. 

   

  THE COURT:  Why don’t you make a couple copies of that for counsel?  

The first question I’d like to ask and I – I would have asked it sooner or later, in any 

event, depending on whether or not Mr. Wanta indicates his desire to testify or his 

desire not to testify – or whether you would have called him or not called him, I 

guess is a better way to phrase it. And I guess my question, Mr. Wanta, without 

getting into the details of the other things that Mr. Chavez has said, and that is that 

you understand that you have a right not to testify? 

   

  THE DEFENDANT:  Your Honor, I’m innocent of the charges and I want 

to prove it by testifying – by testifying with the exhibits. 

   

  THE COURT:  Please answer my questions. We’ll get to what you want to 

do. My question is, do you understand that you have a right not to testify? 

 

 The Defendant did answer your question, Judge. He added a thought, though. He has 

suggested that his testimony will be accompanied by exhibits. You had to get past that quickly 

because you and Mr. Haag, the prosecutor, aren’t going to allow any exhibits, are you?  At this 

point in the trial, Judge Torphy and AAG Haag already know that Mr. Chavez did not submit 

Wanta’s exhibits that prove he is who he says he is.  They know that no exhibits will be allowed.  

Look at Wanta’s statement:  “by testifying with the exhibits.”  Wanta is functioning under the 

assumption that he will be allowed to show the jury information from various intelligence 

agencies that will prove he is innocent of these charges.  Look how skillfully Judge Torphy 

skirted the fact that he already knows that no exhibits will be entered into evidence:  “Please 

answer my questions.  We’ll get to what you want to do.” 

  THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor. 
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  THE COURT: And as I understand Mr. Chavez and from what you just 

said, it is at least presently your desire to testify as a witness on your own behalf in 

this case; is that true? 

   

  THE DEFENDANT: Yes, Your Honor, because he has not called a single 

witness – a witness on my behalf. He has refused to. He claims that the State did not 

give him enough in his budget and all this other material. 

   

  THE COURT: All right. 

 

  MR. CHAVEZ: That’s absolutely -- --  

 
 All right? The Defendant has told Judge Torphy his counsel has informed him there are 

no funds available for his defense and the Judge's response is "All right"?  There are no questions 

asked of Mr. Chavez to verify this statement or deny it. Unbelievable!  This is absolute proof that 

the Judge was aware that no funds had been made available to provide an acceptable defense for 

this defendant.  This entire trial was a farce! 

 In a normal trial, at what point is the defendant advised of his right to testify or not to 

testify? Not before a jury is even selected, I'll wager. How often before a trial does a Judge ask a 

Defendant if he intends to testify and advise him of his right to either testify or not testify? 

 According to Leo E. Wanta, his funds were frozen and it prevented him from retaining 

his own counsel. His lawyer, provided by the court system (if not technically "court appointed") 

has informed him that there are no funds available to provide a coherent defense... no witnesses, 

no depositions.  When a witness stands up in court (Dr. Sali) and requests to testify for the 

Defendant, Mr. Chavez turns to Mr. Haag and asks:  “What do we do now?” 

 Wanta’s funds were frozen by the Swiss. Did they defrost them before returning him to 

the U.S.? If not, why not? The massive deposits Wanta had in Swiss banks at the time of his 

arrest in Lausanne simply disappeared. The money was never returned to him or to the American 

people. Even so, why would an American courtroom allow frozen funds that would have paid for 

a private lawyer to remain frozen after his return to the United States and after all charges against 

Ambassador Wanta had been dropped? Why would the State of Wisconsin want to pay the costs 

for a court appointed lawyer when the Defendant was rumored to have access to $27.5 trillion? 

Answer: To gain and maintain control of the trial. In any fair trial, this would not have happened. 
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In Wisconsin, it had to happen. The State had to maintain control of the unlawful performance it 

was about to give in the name of justice. 

 The point is, the frozen funds prevented Mr. Wanta from retaining his own counsel for 

this trial and stuck him with Mr. Chavez… who functioned under the control of the Court and the 

Public Defender's office. 

 Leo/Lee E Wanta was placed in an absolutely impossible position: Accept his lawyer’s 

advice (as Mr. Chavez admits giving it) and plead ”guilty” to a crime he hadn’t committed and 

divulge intelligence information about his company’s funds that violated various secrecy laws; 

or, go to trial to make sure certain important things got on the record. The things Leo Wanta 

needed to get on the record had to do with topics about which he, as an intelligence operative, 

could not speak. He needed to let the Court, the prosecution and his own defense counsel talk 

publicly about things it was unlawful for them to mention in a public forum, especially a Court 

of Law that had no jurisdiction to try his case. For them to mention such things merely violated 

the law; for an intelligence operative functioning under an Oath of Office to make the comments 

would have bordered on treason. 

 As the trial transcript reveals, they would try to lead him into betraying his Oath of 

Office, to speak of things intelligence operatives cannot reveal, but he wisely avoided that trap. 

He paid a heavy price for doing so, but not as severe as it would have been had he let them entice 

him onto that Yellow Brick Road.  Perhaps that is what Mr. Chavez so feared about Ambassador 

Wanta’s testimony?  Had Wanta gone into detailed explanations regarding his intelligence 

activities, he could have been skating around the edges of treason. Maybe that’s what the court 

hoped to provoke: a detailed explanation about an intelligence agency that had obviously thrown 

the Defendant under a bus. That would then provide a real reason to prosecute Wanta for treason 

and put him away for life. That, in turn, would give “them” legal access to the funds accrued by 

Ambassador Wanta’s Title 18 Section 6 corporations – which is, after all, what everyone was 

after. 

 When Leo Wanta charged Mr. Chavez with not calling witnesses on his behalf because 

court-provided funds were insufficient, the Judge has no reaction, whatsoever. He simply says 

“All right.” He doesn’t ask Mr. Chavez “Is this true?” The Judge knew there was no money 
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made available to try this case honestly on the basis of facts because the court was responsible 

for making sure no money was made available.  Ambassador Wanta made very clear from the 

beginning that he had more than enough money, requested the funds be made available to him so 

he could retain his own legal counsel, and he strongly objected to having court-controlled 

lawyers forced upon him. 

 Interestingly, the prosecution (Mr. Haag) makes sure to point out to the jury (on Day 3 of 

the trial) that no witnesses were willing to appear on Mr. Wanta’s behalf – but that comes later. 

Telling a jury no one was willing to appear on behalf of a defendant is highy prejudicial… 

especially when it’s a lie. 

 What is a normal judicial reaction when a defendant in his/her courtroom says a court 

controlled lawyer told the defendant there was no money available to call witnesses (or take 

depositions)?  My hope would be that the norm would be a Judge that called for an investigation.  

If the Court had made funds available, the Judge should be asking defense counsel where the 

money went. Obviously then, the Court did not make funds available and so the absence of them 

was not a surprise to Judge Torphy. 

 When faced with this charge, Mr. Chavez is apparently going to say “That’s absolutely 

untrue” or “that’s absolutely a lie” or “That’s absolutely insane!” He suddenly stops after saying 

“That’s absolutely…” perhaps remembering they were on the record and he was about to tell a 

lie. 

 Barnewall Note:  Ambassador Leo Emil Wanta never did file ineffective counsel charges 

against John Chavez, Esq. -- though it certainly appears to this observer that he deserved them.  

 The above text sets the stage… it provides the evil environment into which Leo Wanta 

walked on his path in the pursuit of justice and truth.  That’s all he wanted:  That justice and 

truth would prevail.  It did not. 

 We now move to days two and three of this three-day farce of a trial.  Let’s start with the 

letter Leo Wanta has been trying to get Judge Torphy to put on the record. 

   



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

 

 

 

 

 



© Marilyn MacGruder Barnewall January 2012 
 

Back 

4. In most of the non-court transcript data published by or about Ambassador Leo/Lee Emil 

Wanta, the term “Title 18 Section 6” is frequently used in reference to the many corporations 

which Wanta owned. What is a Title 18 Section 6 corporation? 

On December 4, 1981, President Ronald Reagan signed Executive Order 12333, titled ‘United 

States Intelligence Activities’. This EO authorizes U.S. intelligence operatives to establish cadres 

of corporations owned by the US Government for intelligence purposes and allowed intelligence 

operatives to deny their intelligence community connections. 

The relevant text reads as follows: “23. Contracting: Agencies within the Intelligence 

Community are authorized to enter into contracts or arrangements for the provision of goods or 

services with private companies or institutions in the United States and need not reveal the 

sponsorship of such contracts or arrangements for authorized intelligence purposes.” 

Corporations established under EO 12333 are called "Title 18 Section 6 corporations." Several 

thousand of them exist and many have bank accounts with large sums of money accrued – 

money that belongs to the U.S. Government. Leo/Lee Wanta’s New Republic/USA in Vienna 

was a Title 18 Section 6 corporation. Wanta had numerous such corporations and it is into those 

corporations the $27.5 trillion flowed. Of the total, $4.5 trillion of the funds belonged to Wanta, 

$23 trillion belonged to the American people. To date, the U.S. Government has “taken” both 

sums. Lee Wanta has been unable to gain lawful access to his funds – and the American people 

have done nothing to gain access to theirs. How can they when they don't know about the 

money? Instead, while Wanta was hidden in various prisons from 1993 until 2001, the money 

intended for the American people was kidnapped by what Wanta calls “agent provocateurs.” 

Title 18 Section 6 covers the establishment of onshore or offshore corporations by American 

intelligence operatives from any of the 18+ agencies ‘controlled’ by the Central Intelligence 

Agency and also such U.S. intelligence participations as are not supervised by the CIA, which is 

subordinate to the National Security Agency (NSA) in practice. Within the enormous US 

intelligence community, the colossal offshore fund accruals belonging to the US Government 

were waiting in mid-2006 for the legal environment to be adjusted to facilitate their repatriation 

to the US Treasury, and for funds stolen by various parties to be traced. It is said that some of the 

warring US Intelligence factions are committing treason by working for foreign powers. 

To date then, the history provided by court documents regarding Ambassador Leo/Lee Emil 

Wanta tells us that in the early 1980s, somewhere between 35 and 50 tax cases were filed against 

him in the State of Wisconsin by those to whom Falls Vending owed money, Outagamie County 

filed phony Delinquent Tax Warrants, and a couple of cases were filed by Wisconsin regarding 

unemployment insurance -- which they lost. Most of those cases were filed before the Dismissal 

Order handed down by Chief U.S. District Court Judge John W. Reynolds (Order in Case 84-C-

359, 7 September 1984), and by Judge Robert T. McGraw, Circuit Judge, Waukesha County, WI 

(Order for Dismissal in Case 83-CV-452, 4 April 1985) wherein both Judges determined Wanta 

had no personal liability for the debts or taxes of Falls Vending. All of the cases filed against 

Wanta had to do with Falls Vending (et al). Copies of other court dismissals will be made 
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available as time for scanning legal documents permits. Many cases, however, were filed after 

these court decisions were made… it is almost as if the State of Wisconsin doesn’t understand 

that when a U.S. District Court Judge says a man isn’t responsible for the debts or taxes of a 

company, that’s the ruling that must be followed by the court system unless an appeal is filed and 

a reversal is obtained. There was no reversal of Judge Reynolds’ or Judge McGraw’s Decisions. 

 

 


