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It is easy to believe that something must be true because
everyone else believes it. But the truth often only comes to
light by daring to question the unquestionable, by doubting
notions which are so commonly believed that they are taken
for granted.

Author Unknown
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Foreword

I you want fo experience truth, justice, freedom, and
in ﬁ&nmﬂﬁhm&mﬂ&mﬂmhﬂkwyﬂu There is
oblem! Bureaucrats evenywhere make the attainment of
ﬁﬁm&umpuﬁﬂemm@upmywﬂmd
WMP'JMFWWPMW{'M

). As a result, their prefense of good faith and fair deal-
match your day-in and day-out reality. If, after
s book, you come to the same conclusion. and you
u-actually want to do something about it, then you are

_however, one important distinction between this
+ books that have come before it. This book does not
to think. Instead, the author makes suggestions on
using a very simple approach that you may have
a child but you gradually stopped using (and even-
mfm began to notice that it only got you in

more than the ability to read, can and will
d, and not mere “legal” opinions. That's right, facis

xi



that you can actually refy on because they will appear so obvious

to you, once exposed to them, that you may feel you are losing -

your mind. 1f you disagree, however much you may toant to dis-
agmebecamﬂmmnduﬁm;fumﬂlmﬂnamm"poﬁﬂmﬁy
correct,” you will find yourself agreeing whether you want to or
not and whether you'll be able to admit this to yourself, and oth-
ers, or not. Facts about the way things really are and the way that
ﬂwyrﬁfyworkﬂulywmnm!ycﬂabhﬂtﬁrpurﬂf without a
lawyer, just by asking the questions found herein should vou
care to. ﬁmdynumm:”nvemhummaadf-apmmdhga!
scholar gither in order to do it

My only regret is that | cannot claim responsibility for this
book; clear and consistent in its message, devastating in its simplic-
ity. Indeed. this is one of those rare literary works produced
throughout history that has the potential to spark a revolution,
nﬁtaviulmmhvdvingarmies,huapeamfulmuiﬁn
yourself. Yes, here's to the final frontier of the human adventure
and to those among you that will one day be known as the
“Potentials,” pioneers in that destiny, a non-violent world that
actually makes sense. Oh, the genius of it! If | had only thought of
it first! Enjoy.

Maoses Anlonio, November 2002

Preface

:ﬂﬂhttlhmkﬂhuut‘hﬂwtuwhfmﬂkhmﬂi
s or a “self-help” book. This book contains some of
ces in various courts, especially tax and traffic relat-
ings.” This is what ['ve learned about the true nature
violent, humiliating, and ultimately self-defeating

m?m'w }nﬂgmy commumication with:i:m thin
lost. By bureaucrat | mean any m:ﬂwifji?
upmﬂﬂmplmwm}fuﬁlﬂ' a
state.” A “bureaucrat” herein is any individual who
with people on a mutual voluntary basis; what |
y trude.” 1 say you've already lost because, at the
y've cost you your valuable and otherwise prodiic-
» read their “friendly” mail. For example, if you
and decide to just pay it, then the productive
ing that money is lost when handed over to
ou didn’t work for yourself or your family. No,
M werad who did nothing productive to be enti-
e, arpudueﬁmlnmnmﬂngvﬂu&.?ﬂﬂﬂ

‘ﬁt’ﬁmwhwﬂeﬂ And if by some miracle,
w “win,” traffic court is not where you will be
money for your time spent. This is true even if you
prove there was no basis for the ticket in the first
only way you will ever “win” with bureaucrats is
‘wiser for the experience and possibly learning one
' keep communication with bureaucrats to an

pri” & traffic-case in an Arizona “justice court” in




December 1995. 1" won” because the “cop” admitted he was not
qualified to wrife traffic tickets. Despite driving out there (4
hours total) and my time at the so-called “trial,” I was not given
anything to compensate for my loss of productive time, except
experience.

There are universal rules at work here. With bureaucrats
you ahways lese. This is because, whenever you find yourself
being forced to deal with them, nothing productive is being done.

Bureaucrats don't create value,
they only take it.

Bureaucrats feed off the productive. | keep this in mind
if I ever get a ticket or any other communication from them.
Either way I am going fo lose my valuable time, it's only a matter of
degree. Remember, that's how a bureaucrat lives: off of your pro-
ductive time. As long as there are bureaucrats, your productive
time may be forcibly or violently taken. Things will not change
when the bureaucrats enjoy such mass support, whether actual
or pretended.

1 think of it as “damage control.” Once a bureaucrat sets
his guns on me then I am going to be damaged. 1 only need to
decide what is the best way to keep the damage to a minimum.

“No man's life, liberty, or property are safe while
the legislature is in session.” Mark Twain

This book is written about personal experiences, some
seven years or 50 in the traffic, tax, and other courts from the
standpaint of the victim. 1 have consulted with and helped peo-
ple who had traffic tickets and other harassment from bureau-
crats in Arizona, California, Washington, New York, Nevada,
Colorado, Florida, Oregon, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Michigan, Missouri, Idaho, Utah, Oklahoma, Texas, Maine,

2 Indiana and North Carolina. During this time, 1 have
rﬂﬂugsm generally the same no matter where you are.
some subtle differences here and there, but they are
ust in form, not in substance. While you may be geo-
v located in Washington, when in a “traffic court,” or
n “court” for that matter, you enter what 1 call

surt.” Her husband went to court with her and
ards amazed | predicted what the “judge” said
. He asked how 1 was able to do that. | told him
W'wﬂmmway. The only real
 individual reactions. As will be shown in this
, if faced with certain questions, will always
of two things and in doing so will show there is no
ver, don’t misunderstand, this does not mean a

'Hq.ﬂ'shnpmmtttn know whe and what you are
'ﬁ!duia:ﬂ asynumreacﬁngﬂﬁsyﬁﬁﬂmm




Introduction

Going to court is usually a very intimidating, humiliat-
ing and sometimes degrading experience. Lawyers and other
- bureaucrats probably designed it that way. There is always a
sk of going to jail for “contempt” if the “judge” gets ticked off
or just doesn’t like you. 1 have often wondered what it would be
like if a “judge” came prancing out of his chambers and the
[ﬂmhgailﬂyn{penphhlhc‘mrh’wm"wmalmwﬂﬂng
While most people look at traffic courts or any “court,” as
a “necessary evil,” they might be surprised at the underlying vio-
lent nature of it all. I'm sure most people believe that if someone
doesn't wear a seatbelt when driving a car, that they should get
a ticket and pay a fine. But who thinks that same person should
be handcuffed in front of their children and hauled off to jail,

sss of course that person was profiting from such violent
actions? What rational person thinks that same person should
also lose his car because he didn't put a seatbelt on? Yet, this

ald happen every time a bureaucrat gives someone a ticket.
Yes, bureaucrats believe they have a “right” to take your car if
| are accused of something as petty as a non-violent traffic
‘offense, Don't take my word for it, look up the so-called "forfei-
-~ ture laws” in your area. In “Legal Land” it's perfectly OK. to
~steal a car if you label such armed robbery a “forfeiture.” In
“Legal Land” a political label magically transforms robbery into
something “honorable.”

What | have found in my experience is that traffic courts
are not a necessary evil. They are just evil. The people who do
business as “traffic courts” do not tolerate challenges to their
Ppretended authority very well. Most challenges, even if only in




the form of harmless questions, result in a “judge” getting very
upset and threatening physical violence ie., “contempt.”

When going to any court you enter what 1 call “Legal
Land.” “Legal Land” is very similar to Alice's Wonderland. It's
where words and phrases mean whatever a “judge” or other
lawyer thinks they should mean. This is a fantasy world where
theft and violence are O.K. if you have a badge or a fancy politi-
cal title. It's a magical world where facts are opinions and opin-
ions are facts. “Legal Land” is where facts spomiancously become
opinions and then turn back to facts. It's an enchanting place
where slavery is freedom and submission to degrading and
humiliating searches is a “patriotic duty.” “Legal Land” is also
where there are millions of ever-changing incomprehensibie
rules, but not one of them that's binding on the individuals who
make up those rules and force them on others.

In "Legal Land,” I've been threatened with “contempt”
on a few occasions for merely asking a “judge” what rules
applied to the "proceedings” How is that for anti-social
behavior?

“Legal Land” is a place where you own property and at
the same time you don’t. It's where a person is competent, then
incompetent, then back to competent again all within a few min-
utes. “Legal Land” is where an “error” is not an “error” if com-
mitted more than once, “Legal Land” is a place where reality
may be disregarded as “legally defective” and a "nullity.” It'sa
place where political allegiance is more important than facts. It's
a world where being non-responsive is equated with “due
process” good faith and fairness.

This book however, is not a “patriot™ book with patriot
type arguments nor 1s it a self-help book. 1don’t make any legal
or political arguments that people are not required to have a

“driver's license” because they are allegedly only for “commer-
cial” uses of the roads, the so-called ”16t" amendment” was not
“ratified” and similar types of arguments. This isn't an anti
“government” or anti “state” book and I don't advocate violence
in any form or under any political banner. 1 don't see politics as
‘an excuse or justification for violence. 1 don't believe in a collec-
ﬁﬂ-dwlmﬂeﬂmdmurdﬂnmdulbdhwmmedmbbﬂy‘m
QK. even if you have a “majority vote” or a costume called a

I believe parents are responsible for raising their own
children, not mine. T have no “right” to have my neighbors pay
' for my children’s education. I don’t think my children have a
“right” to an education at the expense of others, even if | or some
faceless bureaucrats deem that education “necessary.” 1f some-
ene thinks his child is “entitled” to have their education paid for
by another they should be willing to pick up a machine gun and
. walk door-to-door “collecting” it themselves.

This book contains my experiences with individuals who
forced me to participate in their “trials” and what | have learned
in the process. This is not written because | am allegedly bitter at
having lost some traffic cases. If someone does consider me bit-
fer, so what? Such uniformed opinion does not affect the truth. If
;fﬁ-mmumdwuuldﬁ'tymbebﬂm,dmsﬂmmagcaﬂy
 relieve the mugger of responsibility? 1f people were not bitter
hwjl:rs would be out of a “profession” wouldn't they? Tll flip
this argument around; is it a defense to a traffic ticket to claim the
“cop” is just bitter?

" - Because of what T have learned, | personally have no
~ political beliefs. 1 define politics as organized violence and decep-
~ tion. 1 believe forcing my opinions on others is wrong, whether
directly or indirectly through what is called political voting. 1




he&emﬂm#wﬁ[elhwtheﬁ@tmmm}'pmrlyaﬂmﬁt
]-Mmﬁyumhﬂl_ﬂﬂwmhnwmumﬂﬁrmpmper-
ty or interfere with their free use of it I am not impressed by
pnliﬁcnlputi:ingmﬂemandldm'ﬂhinkit's“rﬂmmy’tohﬁ-
tiate the use of violence. lulsnbe[ie-ueﬂutmmvice,l'nwwer
va]uatﬁe;tmyﬂlhgedlv_ be, should be provided at the barrel of
3 pun, A service is proven valuable

willing to veluntarily pay for it, h"ﬂ““m“‘wk

Just because you drive a Dodge doesn’t mean |
have to.

. Inuﬂmwurds;i:mhmauaeyuunmyfee!ﬂwneedmbe
dominated by another person such as a “governor,” doesn’t
fumlh-aMormedmalm If:,rnunmda"king” that's your

ve the geo-
leave it”

expenses and if | don't, it doesn’t mean I have to lea
graplﬂcamaldmtol'wehia,‘ﬁemlmitm

"'Iheﬂmghiuﬂ'mwfarﬂwhszmanmewuuld
have advanced without government simply
staggers the imagination.” — Doug Casey, 1979,

Chapter One
Know wheo you're dealing with

One of my favorite lines from the movie The Linfouchables
is spoken by Sean Connery. There’s an intruder in his house
seeking to kill him and he says, “Just like a dago, to bring a knife
toa gun fight” 1f  don’t know who and what I'm dealing with,
then 1 can't be very effective if | choose to “defend” against a
bureaucratic attack. What is critical to understanding who and
what | am dealing with is this:

Bureaucrats never ask permission to aggress
against someone or their property.

I know you may laugh at this, but this simple truth
should not be overlooked because this is the basis of the most
effective method of exposing their “proceedings™ for what they
really are.

If you think bureaucrals are a benevolent group of car-
ing, peace loving individuals who respect the property rights of
others, then ask a bureaucrat if they require your permission to
“procecd” against you. They will tell you, in no uncertain terms
they do not. In my experience, some bureaucrats will actuaily
laugh if they think | am suggesting their “jobs” depend on my
frecly given consent. This however, is the reaction I hope to get
Let him pound his chest at what a man he is by not having to ask
my permission to control my life and my property. 1 never
underestimate the importance of this issue because it's the only
real issue. I'm dealing with men and women who take control,
also known as “jurisdiction,” over people’s lives and property



without their consent and are wsually very proud of it.  In other
words:

They acquire control over your life and proper
ty through violence and organized coercion.

Why is this so important? De you equate violence with
good faith? Tdon’t. Unlike bureaucrats in places like China,
bureaucrats in the geographic area known as the “United States”
put up a pretense of legitimacy. This pretense, or public relations
scheme, conceals what is really going on: the taking of property
and productive time through violence.

“Political language..is designed to make lies
sound truthful and murder respectable, and to
give an appearance of solidity to pure wind.”
George Orwell.

Here political words conceal the true nature of what is
going on such as “jurisdiction,” “constitution.” “nation,” “state,”
“license,” “court,” “law,” “statute” “arrest,” “contempt” and so
forth. This does not mean that | refurn that violence with more
violence becuuse | don’t. 1do the opposite.

Do you remember how the people of India, through
peaceful noncooperation, caused the “British™ to show their true
colors? The British slave mongers had a choice. Which one was
more important to them: their pretense of legitimacy and civility,
or their true violent criminal nature? Apparently, it was the mas-
sive lie their “government” put forth they were “dvilized,” that
was more important. Gandhi and his followers were able to rid
themselves of the British without resorting to violence. The

English exposed themselves and then left. That is how | do
things. [ make the burcaucrat choose between the true violent
nature of his “business” and his pretense of legitimacy knowing
he’s going to sacrifice one of them. 1 just hope it’s the violence.

Political words and opinions are used so there
is a perception that bureaucrats are a wonder-
ful, benevolent group of men and women “pro-

tecting” people and their property.

But it's just a pretense, fraud, hoax, swindle, charade etc.;
without violence, bureaucrats could not function at all. If I took
control over your life and property by force, 1 would be a crimi-
nal, and prancing around with a silly “crown” calling myself a
~king” or a “sovereign” makes it no less a vicious act. And it still
won't change if | get a few friends to prostrate themselves on the
wﬂgenuﬂecﬁngmdpmclaimmgm'hhg,”

Change your perception for a moment. Look at the situation,
such as a traffic stop, and imagine it without the legal opinions
-and costumes. Jus! look at the actions and what is realfy happening.
This is similar to the story of Alice in Wonderland when Alice
realized the so-called “queen” was just a playing card. Alice just
stopped accepting the “mental conception” that a playing card
was a “queen” and the “queen” lost her power over Alice.
Another example is the story of the “emperor” withoul any
“new” clothes. The real question here is, why would you call a
naked man an “emperor” and not a naked imbecile?

A friend of mine was talking to someone on the phone
who stated the “Queen of England” was a so-called “sovereign.”
He asked what she was “sovereign” over and the guy told him
the “people.” So he asked, “What if everyone left England?”



As humans, we typically do three things with the mes-
sages we receive from our senses: 1) we delete, 2) add to, and, or
3) distort them. Because this is nota psychology book, 1 will keep
it simple. Consider these deletions, distortions and additions to
reality as opinions:

reality = facts
deletions, distortions, additions = opinions

) E;:anrﬁmaburmumtapemfmthanuphﬂm}mk
hlmml:]f!li!‘l:irrg, Btm‘tlngand,nrnddngHqur,Tlﬁsisveryhnpw-
< AW'H&&W'EMvﬁimdmiuphha
cop committing numerous crimes against his victim. [ mean
crimes in the lay or layman's sense of the word, not in the so-
called “legal” sense.

) T}mmnntmﬁdemdtﬂbe:rmm;me,h'legﬂ
Iand,,‘itfsmtfﬁheimprlmmnt it's called an “investigative
detention” or some equally inane political label. Nothing has
changed except the label or opinion that's been added to it

‘ The political or statist “Legal Land” words cover up the
real issue and distort reality. That reality is someone is taking my
property through physical violence, threats and organized coercion
Dm’tdﬁmwmmkk&myﬂﬁngfmrmﬁty. ijwwh:;
you are dealing with and don't bring a knife to a gunfight.

Chapter Two
Never assume anything
Idm‘tnr:tptmypmsmlaﬁm&mnpininm(ddﬂﬂ.add

to, or distort things). Instead, | question everything. (This tends to
reatly irritate my wife). Whether I think | understand something

or not, 1 question it miyway. 1 ask them to be responsive and
_explain it. T wouldn't just assume the guy who gave me a ticket
is a " police officer” asif a person’s job makes it O.K. to use phys-

ical violence and coercion against me. Just as important, 1 don’t

- assume the “cop,” &Emmwwmmmﬂswht

hgg'singmurw}utheistalldngahum
Idumtaddqﬁnims,[m&yhukatﬂrﬁmm_lz’um
with a gun and a costume called 8 “uniform.” Not only that, he took
#mhﬂnfmyﬁieandprapmywiﬂmm}ffmﬂygﬁmm
1 take this to mean he’s a man with a gun who has no respect for
human life; at least not while he is on the clock. In other words,

| s job description is to be anti-social

WIw!lmrmewmq:tpm&umpﬁutEmdnpmimu
.:ﬂmt;ddmr@it}r}.lmlimﬂmhummdﬂﬂr

alleged burden of proof and make the taking of my valuable hme
easier for them. If that is the case, then why put up any kind of

“defense?”

Burcaucrats have to make what they do look legitimate,
that is, give me so-called “due process of law,” a fair trial or heav-
en forbid, administer justice. If the way they operate isn’t seen as
h‘giuuﬂhnndfﬁr,ﬂmpeuplewmldmtmppmﬂwm At
least not as many as do now. If people didn’t support them, then
they wouldn’t pay “taxes.” Without “taxes,” there is no way to
payﬂwu\enwiihmwgmsmfwmmmﬁimu. Apathy has

Let'sﬁaminlhemlyrﬁldiﬂumhﬂmmwhatﬂm
muﬂmdﬂnghﬂmuh"[ﬂﬂ' do, and what a
cmmﬂﬁddmn'uﬂtpoﬁh!npinhn{hbd]auadmdim



one is “legal” and the other is not. Taking property by force is
robbery and the victim usually doesn’t care about opinions.

Whether something is “legal” or not is not a
factual description of reality.

I once asked a former “IRS” lawyer from Phoenix,
named Eric, what the factual differences were between the act of
stealing and the act of taxation. He initially sneered at me, “that's
an easy question, one is legal and the other isn’t.” T told him that
was non-responsize; | only wanted the facts. Just before slamming
the phone down he spit out: “0.K., you're right, they’re the same
thing!” 1 guess it's tough realizing you spent eighteen years
defending and profiting off of armed robbery.

This pretense of fairness, together with the fact that vio-
lence is the nature and basis of how bureaucrats operate, form
the foundation for framing a very effective method of exposing
bureaucrats for who and what they really are. They will actual-
ly expose themselves. | don’t have to make any arguments or say
that they have no case; they will do that for me in their zeal to sieal
my property and productive time.

“Those who attack the rationale of the game, and
not the players, are its most formidable adver-
saries.” — James ]. Martin, in the introduction to
Lysander Spooner's No Treason: The Constitution
of No Authority.

So again, the foundation for my questions are:
They operate by physical violence and coercion
and they are supposed to administer justice,
i.e., act in good faith and give me a fair trial.

To rational people who respect human life these two

10

points will always contradict. | ask questions to expose this con-
tradiction. If you examine the opinions used to justify the vio-
lence, then you'll see contradiction after contradiction after con-
tradiction.

Bureaucrats don't have to answer any of my questions
either; being non-responsive also strips them of any pretense of
good faith. According to their own rules, 1 am supposed to be
informed of the nature and cause of the charges and proceedings
and they refuse to answer any questions? Doésn't look fair to me.

Physical violence and justice are opposites here. In the
real world, | exploit it as best I can. 1 have no pretenses; | know
in “Legal Land" violence and justice are soul mates. In my expe-
rience bureaucrats have no problem using as much violence as is
“necessary” to get compliance with their whims and opinions,
It's just part of their job. No matter how much violence is used
they blame it on their vicim.

“Yes, your husband’s dead, but he had it com-
ing. He should have had a scatbelt on and he
should have answered the officer’s questions
Jfaster than he did.”

1 think asking questions is more effective because the
burden never shifts to me. Why should 1 have to prove any-
thing? What if I'm accused of being the Easter Bunny or the
Tooth Fairy? Either way, they have no case. This is true even if
damage is caused. If you don't believe this, let me give you some
examples although, don’t misunderstand, this is not advocating
causing damage. If | bust my next-door neighbor’s window 1 am
only responsible to him to replace his window, not some
schmuck’s down the street.

A woman telephoned me because she changed lanes
without looking and damaged someone else’s car. A "cop” then
gave her a piece of paper known politically as a “ticket.”

| asked her a few questions such as if she had insurance



to cover the damage she caused. She told me she did and the
insarance company was taking care of it I then asked her if she
beliwﬂdﬁl'lttvmqbligaledtnﬂm”mp”hany way. She initial-
ly believed she was. Iaslned!'nerwhat‘fmtsshemliedmm_mp—
port her legal opinion. She was unable to answer. This is
because there is no obligation. I told her | would ask the “cop”
the same question. When not permitted to delete, add to, or distort
reality, bureaucratic attacks cannot be Justified.

Unless you've made an agreement by vour individual
freely given consent, then any so-called “obligation” is no obli-
gation because it is based upon coercion. If this is not true, then
consider the average thief on the street. 1f he sticks a gun in your
facehﬂhdhgmwy,mymmhgnhn'tugimlﬂmym
money? Evmif}mugiwhimﬁ::mwy.am]mudﬁgamdln
keepg:‘vhghtmumneymnﬂhsmdymiﬂerﬂhrﬁm?
%mifmatmemiﬂdmmhm”mmﬂgu'mﬂ
dmurﬂsymgmuﬂmﬂtergivmgﬁmywwa!ht?

Cmﬁdﬂrﬂlis,lwalkuphuyuuardsaf, “Oh yeah, by the
way, Frank just agreed with me that you should be my slave, T
mean ctizen. We signed a contract, rather a social compact, now
mﬁ&mmﬂﬂnﬁpnmywrhirﬂmmbymbﬁngmy
toilets.” Would you “honor” such a “contract”? Would it be a
contract? For any lawyers reading this:

Do you really think valid obligations are creat-
ed by violence and organized coercion?

I wouldn't think any rational person would think so
hcam&atwwmhﬂmmammmma
legitimate business. However, in “Legal Land,” armed robbery
iﬁlﬂgiﬁmalnlf}mumnj'amﬂl}'mullmﬂngmh]bmignmﬂa
high sounding political title. Lysander Spooner said it best:

“If taxation without consent is not robbery, then
any band of robbers have only to declare them-

selves a government, and all their robberies are
legalized.” Lysander Spooner, Lefter to Grover
Clevelani.

Criminals could also set up their own courts:

“Banditti have not usually kept Supreme Courts
of their own, to legalize either their robberies, or
their promises to pay for past robberies, out of
the proceeds of their future ones. Perhaps they
may now take a lesson from our Supreme Court,
and establish courts of their own, that will here-
after legalize all their contracts of this kind.”
Lysander Spooner, Letter to Grover Cleveland.

Having “courts,” lawymarﬂbpirﬁmtsdmmﬂtf'ngm
make robbery any less of a crime. That is all political slight of
Jund to delete, add to, and or distort reality.

Lysander Spooner was a lawyer who competed with the
post office bureaucrats who eventually used violence to shut him
down. | highly recommend his writings, in particular his No
Treason: The Constitution of No Authority. Most can be found on
the internet.

My second example is that of robbery in California. I'll
use car theft to illustrate. Without political opinions, theft is the

of property by force without the owner's consent
mmmmwham‘:ﬂqbe&ewmﬂﬂmpmpﬂwhym
This man is then put on “trial,” he is “convicled” and put in a
cage referred to politically as a “jail.” The big question is: just
how do the bureaucrats pay for all of this? This includes the
“cops,” “judges,” “clerks,” “detention officers,” h?*ym,
“jurors,” and the costs of running a cage (“jail”) and feeding the
hapless people stuck inside. '

While the politicl answer is “taxation,” the layman’s
answer is, ” they take property by force.” In California, that would



mhkhagﬂimmﬂvﬂﬁ:hyﬁvemﬂimpmﬁﬂ Incidental
umﬁm'-mﬁnpnﬁﬁcﬂmhﬂmﬂuhﬁngdmyg;
force. Hmvever.sm:h!heftismdued*legaﬂ In other words,
mpmﬁandpa}'"furmaﬂnffw:ﬂ:[y i property (crime)
mﬁ;ﬂﬂmﬂmad[Mj uvertl'ﬂrtv—ﬁv::mﬂliw:
times; nat include property forcibly taken

; esn ly from so-

You've heard the saying: “two wr

- ' d mt
rght?” Well, I'd like to update that h'LegaIMEELan(:ﬂ" ﬂ': i

f:l:tu:?‘ﬁmmmm‘i""wkmha

“hwpmw;mﬂ?mhaﬂﬂdm“]m ice” and printed up in fancy

TTusdueerJtMnladvncatethefnrcﬂlietnklng
nfpmperly,qndtethnomurm}r. Iminkrobberyisdmyammg
Wiwtberm'eiswmm;aam”umrm Bureaucrats wear uni-
forms, Non-bureaucratic robbers wear stockings on their heads.

child hits H}::Wdﬁ}dan}ﬂmy. To punish the older child
you spank ﬂﬁsiswmhettu-if,wmlesinnkﬁ-rgﬁm,ym
yell at the child, ”fuvm'tlttﬂdymmttnhﬂymbmth&!?‘
However, to more correctly demonstrate how bureaucrats oper-
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Bureaucrais never have a case despite all appearances o
the contrary. If a man commits armed robbery and gives part of
the money to some poor people, he is still an armed robber and
his action is no less heinous. The act itself does not change if he
frolics around like a nitwit calling himself a so-called “sover-

eign.”

In “Legal Land” theft is OK; armed robbery is SOP.
(“standard operating procedure”). This will be shown in greater
depth later on. For now, | just want to point out the following,
This shows theft is considered O.K. with a cool looking badge and an

anti-social attitude:

“A person commits theft if, without lawful
authority, such person knowingly:

1. Controls property of another with the intent
to deprive him of such property...” Arizona
Revised Statutes (ARS) § 13-1802 {emphasis
mine).

Only in "Legal Land” can the exact same act be a crime
and NOT be a cime. This is a classic example of distorting and
adding to reality. Let's see what happens when we unravel this

example of bureaucratic “reasoning” to see how far it extends.
My edits and additions are bold italics:

A.RS. § 13-1105. First degree murder; classification

A. A person commits first degree murder if
without lawful authority:

1. Intending or knowing that the person’s con-
duct will cause death, the person causes the
death of another with premeditation.



A.R.S. § 131410, Molestation of diild; classification

_#Am commits molestation of a child if,
i ﬁ”_ _ﬂmfﬁﬁwﬁty.b}'mww

g that is
punishable pursyant to section 13-604.01.

A.RS. § 13-1904. Armed robbery; classification

A. A person commits armed robbery if, without
lawful authority, in the course ufmmﬁﬂtns
mbhﬂ?ﬂdeﬁrmmmutmmﬁ

B. Armed robbery is a class 2 felony.
ARS §13-2903. Riot; dlassification

Ahpﬂﬁnmmhrhitmw
authority, with two or more other persons act-
ing together, such person recklessly uses force or
violence or threatens to use force or violence, if
such threat is accompanied by immediate power
of execution, which disturbs the public peace.

B. Riot is a class 5 felony.
And, finally:
ARS §13-1402. Indecent exposure; classifications

A. A person commits indecent exposure if, with-
out lawful authority, he or she exposes his or
her genitals or anus or she exposes the areola or
tﬁpplenfh:rbrﬂﬂwhﬁ!ahmﬁmlﬂpu‘-
son is present, and the defendant is reckless
about whether such other person, as a reason-
able person, would be offended or alarmed by
the act. (This has special applicability fo former
presidents”).

While there may be a generous amount of sarcasm here to
make a point, think about this: what is more damaging to people,
theft or indecent exposure? Which one would you prefer to see
“licensed?”

Asking questions can be a very effective way of getting
to the truth; it's how we learn:

"'l.,uI F
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#] keep six honest serving-men (they taught me
il 1 know); their names are What and Why and
When And How and Where and Who.”

I think, if a person is afraid to ask a “cop” or a “judge”
=,_-_qmthmhmnyimthemalpm1dﬂmisairmdy
‘convinced they are not dealing with a benevolent individual, If

mhﬁtpmﬂmammhgafewﬁmpkqmﬁmthm
there are only one of two things going on: the individual has no

answers or the individual is withholding the answer. In either

mithdiﬁmlhatbeshtumaintamapuupﬁmu{hgiumary_
Ttdsis&recamﬁﬂnburmuﬂatgﬂsangrywim?tm for doing
no more than asking a question. What kind of individual threat-
ens a man with violence such as “contempt,” for dai

than that? . e A

“When tyrants cannot prevail by deceit, they
burst into open rage.” — Geneva Bible Note i,
Exodus 1:22

I helped a man in Washington with a criminal traffic
case. The “cop” claimed this man was “within the state.” When
he asked Hw"mp'w!'mtfxtshehasedﬂ&sn‘pﬁ:ﬁmmthe
”judge"ﬁaidﬂlewihmcmﬂdﬂ!ttesﬁfyand,lfan}*mmqms-
tons like that were asked, he would have this man held in “con-
tempt.” T'}u's,afcmmse,is'l.‘egal Land” for having an armed
man violently place him into a cage for the vicious crime of ask-
ing @ guestion. I's similar to saying “collateral damage” for the
cold-blooded murder of men and women and children known,
politically, as “civilians ™ Can you imagine a “law” making it a
“crime” to ask a bureaucrat a question?

Take the robe off the “judge” and imagine the same
thing in a slightly different context. I'll use Sears as an example
because it can be extremely difficult for people to stop deleting

from, adding to, and or distorting reality. In other words, just
changing the name from “City of Phoenix” to Sears can help to
negate all of your previous conditioning, at least for the sake of
this illustration,

You're at Sears and an employee (“cop”) pulls a gun on
you claiming you cannot leave because you owe Sears five hun-
dred dollars. You say you don't understand why he has made
this claim 5o he gets upset and calls other employees ("back-up”)
and his manager (the “judge”). The employee tells the manager
you owe Sears $500.00 and you refuse to pay. You then ask the
employee to tell you what facts led him to believe you owe
$500.00. What did you allegedly purchase? The manager then
yells that the employee cannot answer and if you ask any more
questions like that, you are going to be held against your will
(“jail").

If you look at what happens in a traffic case, if all you do
is replace the name with Sears, then you may start to see the true
nature of what is happening.

Here’s another example. 1 hel someone  in
Sacramento. The “judge” was an older man named Joe. Joe
refused to allow me to help this person at all. Joe threatened me
with physical violence, “contempt,” if I spoke, and mind you, this
was not to Joe, but just quietly conferring with the man | was
helping. How is that for anti-social behavior? Would you cage a
human being for speaking?

After the “hearing,” 1 politely told Joe, “I think your
threats were unprofessional and unwarranted.” Joe was not
pleased and called a “deputy” to throw me out of "his” court-
room. Qutside the courtroom, 1 spoke with the man 1 was help-
ing and opposing counsel. This armed “deputy” approached me
again and told me | had to leave the building “now.” 1 said | was
talking to someone and wasn't ready to leave. This armed man
then threatened to "arrest” me if [ did not leave.

1 asked him why, and said, “Am [ in contempt of the
building now?” He made an approach and | told him to back off
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- ._mw__-hﬁlwm’ﬂﬁiwhﬂfmd'
ﬁﬁlgwlkwﬂﬂmmm was. It was a lawyer
named Parks and he was across the street. 1 found out “judge”
Parks was on the sixth floor and we got into the elevator. Before
the door shut, two “cops” running full speed got into the eleva-
tor with us. We spoke to them and learned they were on a call
up to the sixth floor. Along the way another “cop,” who ran to
elevator, got on. At the sixth floor, all three “cops” ran out and
were joined by two more “cops.” We walked out and followed
Hmhmmwehad[mnmd,hﬂwdevamr,ﬂmﬂwyhmwm
headed to “judge” Park’s courtroom. As it turns out, they were
called about me, though they were still unaware. After looking
around for a few minuies totally confused because there was no
“perp” around, the youngest “cop” eventually asked me if | was
thrown out of the building across the street. I answered yes. He
asked me who threw me out and 1 said, “Joe..” This “cop”

gt

looked very puzzled and asked who “Joe” was. 1said, “He's the -

guy who wears a black robe and sits four feet off the floor.” For
some reason this really upset him and he snapped back, “You
mean the judge!?” I replied that I don't look at Joe as a “judge,”
to me he's just “joe.” I was “escorted” out of the building and all
I wanted was to speak to the presiding “judge” regarding my
getting thrown out of the first building for no reason. However,
fustrefmﬂugtnﬂle'iudge“aa‘]«e‘lmdapm{mndp&yduﬂog-
ical effect on this “cop.” And why is that? Because he was no
longer following the “judge’s” orders, just Joe's. Not loo easy to
justify violence in the name of “Joe” is it?

There are several other points of interest here: | was
thrown out of the building across the street by Joe; despite five
'cm”HMﬁngqubnmtu”judge”Parkﬁ.minddmtm was
ﬁledand.]newmnuthmughrupmquesbym}uwﬁrcau—
ing in a false report to the “police.” -

Say what you want about being thrown out of a court-
room, “let the baby have 'his’ courtroom,” but to also be thrown
out of the building as well? And what about the building across
the strect? Exxﬂyhnwhrmtﬁdzﬂwcmnbmdmﬂﬂssuper-
human power called “contempt” extend anyway? Maybe World
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War [l could have been avoided by having a traffic court "judge”
declare Hitler to be in “contempt.”

Naotice, | was in the elevator with the “cops”™ and they
had no idea I was the object of their call. | must have been a real
sublle threat that even the discerning eye of “professional law
enforcement” could not pick up on it. And why no incident
report? Probably because there was no incident, at least not
caused by me. | spoke to the "captain” of those five courageous
“cops” the next day and he asked why I didn’t speak to him the
previous day while in Sacramento. [ told him, “Frankly, Sir,
because here in Arizona I'm out of range of your guns, that’s why.”

Last, Joe was not brought up on any charges for calling
in a false “police” report. If | had done that you can rest assured
1 would have been charged and convicted in short order. But
why not Joe? My lay opinion, based on years of experience deal-
ing with bureaucrats, is the “law” is not applicable to bureau-
crats, while it is applicable to the praductior of society they seek
to rape, pillage and plunder.

Fve also provided the "California Attorney General's
Office” with documentary evidence of felonies committed by
lawyers and have never gotten so much as a letter of acknowl-
edgement. You would think that they would want to “arrest” me
for filing a false report. In either case a felony was committed. So
much for their zealous enforcement of the “law.”

It is also interesting to note the “Judicial Conduct
Commission” did absolutely nothing with my complaint about
Joe.



Chapter Three
Never disagree with them
{_andme.«nduﬁg:ﬁm}

: e
1 helieve this is crifical. | don't want thesg peopie ticked
off at me any more than they already are. | coul go to jail, or*

worse. While I have been threatened with “contempt” many
times, | have not been thrown in “jail” for it. However, I do not
think going into “court” and being argumentative is effective. If
I disagree with a “judge” and tell him he’s wrong, he’s just going
to sneer at me, “you can appeal” 1f | keep disagreeing with him,
&mh’spmbablygﬁﬂgh&surtﬂmatﬂﬁngmwiﬂ\phydﬂl
violence and “contempt.” The result is that 1 do not think dis-
agreeing with a “judge” accomplishes anything positive. It only
gets me labeled “argumentative” and | am viewed as an oppo-
nert.

Bureaucrats already view non-bureaucrats (productive
people) as the enemy so | don't want to help confirm this opin-
ion. There is a very real “us and them” attitude with burcaucrats
especially with “cops,” and arguing with them doesn’t do me any
good and it might cause me harm. I know this from personal
Expaﬂu‘mhﬂﬂﬂghmﬂﬂiﬂ)‘peﬂplttﬂnﬂﬁ,ﬂlwﬂt“mp&'

If a “judge” snaps he has “jurisdiction™ over me, then 1
don’t tell him he is wrong; as will be shown below, that's an
opinion the “judge” can deny. It's far more effective to just ask
him to explain factually where, when, why and how his so-called
“jurisdiction” over me was acquired. 1 want to know where,
when, why and how it happened so I can possibly avoid it. 1 put
the burden where it belongs, on the unproductive individuals
seeking to forcibly take my productive time. I call this Zen and
the Art of Litigation; | am no longer the opponent,it’s pitting the

" Bureaucrat against himself. There is no fighting, arguing or other

ﬁmnmjuﬁaaﬂnghﬂwh:ﬁqdmﬁjﬂnﬁhhﬂ@ﬂiﬂﬁ b



confidence collapse along with his pretended case. He may still
be vielent, but his confidence is declining steadily. It could prob-
ably be a mathematical formula, where a bureaucrat's confidence
drops, his level of anger and violence rises.

A very effective question in this
never had a responsioe answer to is:

d and one 1've

" or rejected because there is nothing
to deny. The “judge” has two choices here as with any question;
he is either responsive or he isn't. If he's not, I don’t really care
because then he’s showing his true colors. In a sense, without
answering he is answering.

He could just keep refusing to be responsive, that's O.K.
Every time he does this, his pretense of good faith and fairess
wears a little thhmrmdmﬂmepaﬁenceafmyme taking his
charade seriously. And that is the point here anyway. I cannot
actually “win.” I'm in damage control and 1 can only frame and
ask questions designed to cause him to damage his pretense of
good faith by not being responsive.

This is a "no win” situation for the “cop” and the
"judge.” The questions are framed to box them in and expose the
fact there is no case against me; unless baseless legal opinions,
political gibberish and fantasies constitute a case. Of course,
despite no evidence, or even a hint of fairness, cases can be lost
after all, this is “Legal Land ” This just proves justice and fair-
ness is not the end goal of bureaucrats, No, the end goal is dom-
ination and taking property by force. The rule may be expressed
in this manner:

Th:irpurpmeish;mﬂamhm“
possible, using the least amount of violence.

like to respond to such questions with

usually sedates people and that is
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opinion of a lawyer and bureaucrat, it's not a statement of facts.
Yes, it may conlain a statement of facts, but that usually has noth-
ing to do with me. A good example is Marbury v. Madison decid-
ed about 200 years ago. Factually this “case” has nothing to do
with me or the absurd claims some “cop” may have made
against me. It comes down to this:

Who cares what a bunch of dead lawyers and
bureaucrats think anyway?

Do you really trust lawyers and bureaucrats? And if
they are taken seriously, then why? Anyone familiar with
bureaucrats knows it's not necessarily the opinions of dead
lawyers that's the problem; it's usually the bureaucrats trying to
ram those opinions down your throat at the barrel of 2 gun that's
the problem.

Why would anyone care what a bunch of dead lawyers
wrote 200 years ago if there wasn't any physical violence behind
it today? After all, with enough physical violence behind it, any-
body could force anyone to accept anything as the “law.” Ifa gun
is put to your head, then anything the individual with the gun
says is now “the law."

The point here is that it's not 50 much the written word
that's the “law” to be obeyed, it's the physical violence backing
the bureaucrat’s whims at the moment. One reason why people
in Florida ignore the edicts, or pretended “law” of Fidel Castro is
because they are out of his range of his guns. Another is probably
professional courtesy on Castro’s part. Professional courtesy may
also help to explain why the California Franchise Tax Board only
steals (lay sense) from people in California and not in Mexico.

Just by agreeing with bureaucrats and asking them to



facts their opinions are based sets them up for a fall.
m&ﬁmmﬁwmyr&mﬂpﬂmlmm\g\
mﬂﬁﬂmm “patently frivolous legal argu-
WW&M'MME{&HMVEM
they aren't; either way their “case” is breaking down fast.

“Everything the state says is a fie, and everything
it has it has stolen." Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche.

I —

¥ ﬂuptﬂ'ﬁ‘m.r J
Never give them something to deny

This is simple, if 1 give a "judge” something to deny,
then he will. This lawyer wants my valuable time and it’s very
aasyfortdmmdmyahnluﬁyanﬁhmsam;mmﬁgmﬂ
then snarl at me, “you can appeal.”

1 realized this after a criminal traffic trial in a Mesa “jus-
tice” court (now that’s an oxymoron) in 1995. 1 thought there was

no way 1 could lose. | was charged with committing the heinous

crime of “failure to produce ID.” How the people of Arizona sur-
vived that "crime” spree is a testament to both the resilience of
the people and the bravery of "their” finest public servants {there
were no less than fite at the “stop”). Who knows what would
have happened had I just been allowed to go home that night?

I went in with a “Supreme Court” opinion called Brown
p. Texas, 443 U.S. 47 (1979), that held you could not be arrested for
not providing ID to'acop. How could 1 lose? | read the relevant
part to the “judge” and he sneered down at me with contempt:
“That's your interpretation.” | was stunned, 1 had read from the
opinion verbatim and he claimed it was only “my interpreta-
tion.” Needless to say, [ lost, and that is how things tend to goin
“Legal Land "

The point is, arguments and opinions can be denied and
now the bureaucrats can say they have been responsive, they just
disagree with me. In “Legal Land,” this is enough to satisfy so-
called “due process” requirements, or what is more accurately
termed the pretense of justice and fairness.

So, if 1 have to put forth an opinion or an argument, | just
use one the “judge” and the “cop™ have used. Isend it right back
at them as a guestion.

Feed their testimony back to them in question
form and then sit back and watch it all fall

apart.



was no case. At that point, all T had to do is ask her if there was

P i wemend T epin 11 ol
question when she had “no idea”™ if the case was in

Pit the bureaucrat against himself.

[t's now a question of which opinion will be rejected.

Bureaucrats, such as “judges,” just looe rejecting and
denying anything a non-bureaucrat puts forth to defend them-
selves when attacked, whether in traffic court or with the “IRS.*
This is because there is a predetermined outcome. That being the
cm,lmﬂygiwﬂmﬁnﬂaﬁruwnapinimmdfaniasiﬁmdm}n
It's like a dog chasing its own tail,

Q& How do you make a bureaucrat chase his own tail?
A: Agree with him.

ﬂ stutter and stammer and final-
ly spit out that she had “no idea™ From her oum mouth there

Chapter Five

ik L
s |

One key to being effective is o take advantage of the so-»
called “rules” used to maintain the pretense of fairness. 1 want
to do and say things that will put the *judge” in a position where
he or she really has no choice. He has to either admit there is no
case against me or he is going to make a huge mistake {error) that
even the lawyers D/B/ A an “appeals court” may not easily look
past it.

One way to do this is to question the “cop” so his two
lawyers, the “prosecutor” and “judge,” have him declared
incompetent, incapable, or unable to testify. This is very easy to
do and I've done it every time. | never have to declare this, the
“judge” and the “cop’s” other lawyer do it for me. Actually the
“judge” represents everyone, plaintiff, plaintiff's lawyer and the
defendant. The specifics on how I've had every witness declared
incompetent or unable to testify is described in later chapters.

When the “judge” does “rule” the “cop” may not testify,
then 1 ask if his testimony, including the ficket the “cop™ wrote
and any police report relied on, should be stricken from the
record to be consistent with the rules of evidence. In Arizona

and

This of
course is a basic rule of fairness. 1 do not fell the “judge” to do
anything, I only ask him if the testimony should be stricken in
erder to be consistent with the rules of evidence and fairness.
The “judge” is really on the spot now. This is because under their
so-called “adversary system” a “judge” allegedly has no discre-
fion to declare a witness incompetent to testify and still rely on
his testimony. Without too much legalese, it’s unfair to yely on ay
witness who is not competent to testify or rely on a witness | can-
not question.

Remember, it’s not my opinion the witness could not tes-



tify, it's an “order of the court,” meaning it's the "judge’s” opin-
ion. That usually means that unlike my worthless, “legally defec-
tive” non-lawyer opini ucrats are supposed to
and '

If the “judge” refuses to be consistent and accepts the tes-
timony anyway, then I have two conflicting “ orders of the court”
One is wrong. Which is it going to be? [ don't care which one as
long as the reviewing lawyers are responsive and consistent.

If 1 still lose, then consider my appeal. There are no opin-
ions of my own to bring forth for an appeliate “judge” (lawyer)
to deny as “frivolous.” |just lay out the two conflicting opinions:

The “judge” declared the witness incompe-
tent to testify, and,

That same “judge” relied on the testimony
of that same incompetent witness.

This, in a sense, sanifizes the case on appeal. It's no
longer a traffic case no one cares about. It's an issue of evidence
and fairness. This is especially important in tax cases.

The lawyers reviewing the appeal, commonly called
“appeilate courts,” hold the opinion that “great weight” should
Be given to a trial “judge’s™ Hetermination of a witnes®s &edi-
bility; one @xample of this is found in In re: Estate of Sty 199,
Ariz. 57. Well, the problem here is there is not one determina-
tion, but fuwe, and they contradict each other.

| say, go right ahead, give "great weight™ to the “judge’s”
determinations, only, give great weight to both of them. He said
the witness could not testify, not me.

up a "no win" situation for the "judge;” in
either case there is a : If he was
wrong to decide the witness could not testify, then the refusal to
permit me to question him (cross-examine) is fatal to the dedision

PRpPI— 1]

and "‘.' If he was correct, then relying on his testimony
is fatal to the decision.

if | have to appeal, then the appellate lawyer, usually not
the “prosecutor” from the traffic court, has to defend the
“judge’s” actions. If he is responsive he has to justify the
“judge’s” conflicting opinions. He has to justify why the witness
could not testify and be cross-examined and why the “judge”
relied on the testimony anyway. He has to argue that denial of
cross-examination of the only witness is somehow not an “error.”

This is why I have only had one appellate (traffic) brief
filed against me or someone that 1 have helped in seven years.
That brief was filed by a lawyer in Arizona and he misrepresent-
ed the truth. This lawyer just flat out lied claiming 1 never asked
the “cop” about the facts. At least five witnesses would disagree
with this lawyer. However, this is “Legal Land™ where the facts
are usually not relevant, only arbitrary political opinions backed
by a gun.

In fact, in “Legal Land,” the facts and the truth may even
be seen as unimportant to @ determination of the facts. This is
shown by many cases such as LL5. v. Stepard, 876 FSupp. 214 (D.
Ariz. 1992), where lawyers decided that anything offered by a cer
tain non-lawyer was “legally defective” for no other reason than
because he was not a member of a “bar association.”

Lawyers routinely ignore anything brought forward by
anyone who is not a member of their labor union, gang, clique or
organization, usually known as a “state bar”

“What Carroll purported to do for Paul in place
of a lawyer was a nullity...” People ex rel. Dept.
of Public Works v. Malone, 232 Cal.App.2d 531,
537.

Whe is a rock not a rock? When a non-liwyer makes the

claim or presents the rock (facts) to a “judge.” Or, it's called _a
“pullity.” “Judges™ say, just ignore it their political allegiance 15
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not the same as ours so let’s just disregard mqﬂhj.l:g-ﬂuem
lawyers say or do on anyone else’s behalf. In “Legal Land” it's
not a rock unless a lawyer hands it to another lawyer pretending
to be a “judge.” I'll bet if a non-lawyer hit a “judge” in the fore-
head with a rock he'd drop his legalese really fast. He wouldn't
consider the lumps on his head to be a “nullity.” Just how many
times does a non-lawyer have to hit a lawyer with a rock before
he stops considering the rock “legally defective” or a “nullity?”

Let’s use the same “reasoning” these lawyers use in
another context. Let’s say | cut a friend’s hair and charge him ten
dollars, but | don't have a so-called “lcense.”

“What Carroll purported to do for Paul in place
of a licensed barber was a nullity ..."

How about building a house?

“What Carroll purported to do for Paul in place
of a licensed contractor was a nullity ..."

What happens to the house in such a case? Does it mag-
icully disappear to be consistent with a lawyer's opinion? Would
the hair suddenly grow back because a "judge” declared the hair-
cut a “nullity?” Would it disappear if he was reversed by an
appellate “judge?” My gosh, what would happen to 3 man who
had heart surgery by a “doctor” whose “license fee™ was,
gasp...Jost in the mail? If a pilot lets his “license” lapse, would a
plane he was allegedly flying suddenly plummet to the earth
killing everyone on board?

Is a dog without a “license” really a dog, or
another nullity?

If 1 drive without a “license” is that a “nullity?” If so,
then where is the crime? Can a “nullity” really be a crime? A

“nullity” is defined by lawyers as: “Something without legal
effect, being null” Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page 871, and
“null” is defined as: “Nonexistent; void; of no legal effect” page
871 supra. If it's “nonexistent,” then where is the alleged
“crime?”

“What Carroll purported to do for Paul in
place of a licensed driver was a nullity ..."

What I see is that there are two kinds of truth or reality
in “Legal Land,” ie., “legally defective” truth and “legal” truth.
1 call this “selective reality,” what lawyers call “legally defec-
tive” truth. It can then be cast aside and ignored, after all, what
does triith have to do with “due process” and the finding of facts

ay?
i FCnme to think of it, both the “state” and the “United
States” were allegedly created by millions of non-lawyers, Would
that make the “United States™ a “nullity?”

Bureaucrats want reality to conform to their
opinions instead of letting their opinions con-
form to reality like mormal people.



Chapter Six "
Never argue the “merits"”

1 personally don’t care what a “cop” has actually
“charged” me with. I think the opinion, or “charge,” as they call
it in “Legal Land,” is irrelevant. The real issue is his method of
operation viz., physical violence and threats of physical violence.
There is no way to use physical violence and still maintain a pre-
tense of fairness or good faith. Ome’s gotte go.

Those who attack the rationale of the game,
and not the players, are its most formidable
adversaries. — James |. Martin

Arguing whether or not I have a “driver’s license” or ID
takes the attention away from the fact they are using physical
violence and threats of physical violence. The whole situation is
unfair, so why argue any alleged “merits?” Who are they to foree
me to do or say anything? That is the real issue.

A good analogy is a mobster “convincing” a business-
man his business needs “protection.” He'll make him an offer he
can’t refuse (maybe hell threaten him with “contempt®).
However, the “protection” is not where your focus should be, it's
the coercion, the taking of money by force. The so-called “protec-
tion” is a superficial part of this violent scheme. It gives the illu-
sion of a service and there is less attention given to the taking of
one’s property by foree; it's called “sleight of hand.”

1t's not “the economy...” it’s the coercion.

Can you imagine arguing with a mobster that he failed
to “protect” you? The point is the actual charge is irrelevant
because the nature and basis of the relationship is violence. As
will be shown in later chapters, the central and most important
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e here i FRERIRERARRE R BESaRany 1  reo-
tionship is based on viclence then why bother trying to reason
with them? Complaining and rambling on about “dvil rights”
usually doesn't stop car-jackers.

After all, don’t bureaucrats or the “state” if you will,
operate in the same manner as the mob? Let's say you want to
start a business, such as a barbershop. You open your shop and
start cutting hair on a voluntary basis. Several weeks go by and
one day a bureaucrat strolls in and sees that instead of “licenses”
hanging up on the wall, there are pictures of prominent mob-
sters. He tells you that you need a “license” to be a barber, You
tell him you've been profitably cutting hair for weeks, with no
complaints. Apparently you can be a barber without a “license.”
He then makes you an offer you can't refuse "I you don’t get the
license the city will shut you down.” This means armed men will
stop you, violently, if necessary, from entering into mutual vol-
untary agreements with your customers to cut their hair at a
mutually acceptable negotiated price. What a crime. Such a
sadistic animal doesn’t deserve a trial.

What is ironic, is at least the mob is ostensibly offering
“protection,” while the bureaucrat offers nothing in return. Yes,
the public may think “licenses” are necessary for “protection,”
but as will be shown in the conclusion, there is no duty to protect
anyone; it’s an insolent lie. “Licenses” are about domination and
money. You pay the"license czar” or you are violently shut
down and, quite possibly, depending on the nature of the accu-
sation, forcibly thrown into a cage. And why? Because you had
the audacity, yes even the lemerity, to provide a valuable service
on a voluntary basis. Now that certainly warranis the use of vio-
lence.

Because the relationship is based on violence the actual
“charge” is irrelevant. This however, does not imply that if
somebody damages another person or their property they
should not be held responsibie.

“Force cannot give right.” Thomas Jefferson, The Rights of

British Americans.

Chapter Seven
About the so-called “judge”

Going to court can be very intimidating. 1 think things
are set up for that very purpose. After all, why else would a
lawyer have to wear a black robe and sit four or more feet off the
floor? If that's not enough to intimidate you, he also has an army
of heavily armed men to carry out his every whim without exer-
cising any personal discretion of their own. The “judge” is also
free of all personal liability for his actions against you.

From personal experience, “cops” appear to worship
“judges” and believe “judges” can do whatever they want while
on the “bench.” How do | know this? “Cops” have told me this
themselves, “Cops” also believe they are somehow relieved
from responsibility for their actions if done while on the clock or
if “ordered” to do so by an “honorable” lawyer. That's the old “1
was just following orders” excuse. While this was rightfully
rejected at the Nuremberg trials of the Nazis for crimes against
humanity, it is still a standard defense with bureaucrats here.

1 called the “cops” on a “judge” while in the Peoria "jus-
tice court” back in 1998 fur a breach of the peace. The “cops”
showed up and asked me what was going on. | told them a man
was threatening me with physical violence. 1 told them who it
was and was told, “he’s the judge, he can do whatever he wants,
we can’t touch him.” 1 said really, what if he starts smoking
crack up there on his bench? The "cop,” a little ticked off at that
remark, said, “Sir, he can’t do that.” Then I said, “Now that we
determined he can’t do whatever he wants, let's see about arrest-
ing him for a breach of the peace.” The "cop” still refused to do
anything. Why?

Because the “laws” don't apply to everyone, as bureau-
crats would have us believe. The "time worn” line that “nobody
is above the law” is political rhetoric or just plain old BS. In the
real world, there are plenty of examples where bureaucrats do



not follow their own so<alled “laws” If you don’t believe me
ask a “cop” or "bailiff” who works in a “court” what you can do
if a “judge” threatens you with violence. For anyone whe thinks
1 am being too critical or | am “divorced from reality” or in an
“alternate reality,” turn it around and imagine that I was the one
doing the threateming. And keep in mind that threatening violence
is considered a "crime:"

‘]3-1m. I-=l_l-_ il

A. A person commits threatening or intimidating if
such person threatens or intimidates by word or con-
duct:

1. To cause physical injury to another person or seri-
ous damage to the property of another; or

2. To cause, or in reckless disregard to causing, seri-
ous public inconvenience including, but not limited
to, evacuation of a building, place of assembly, or
transportation facility; or

3. To cause physical injury to another person or dam-
age to the property of another in order to promaote,
further or assist in the interests of or to cause, induce
or solicit another person to participate in a criminal
street gang, a criminal syndicate or a racketecring
enterprise,

B. Threatening or intimidating pursuant to
subsection A, paragraph 1 or 2 is a class 1 misde-
meanor. Threatening or intimidating pursuant to
subsection A, paragraph 3 is a class 4 felony.

Notice this does not contain the phrase “if without law-
ful authority.”

Going to court is less intimidating if you remember the
“judge.” contrary to what "cops” may believe, is only a lawyer
wearing a black robe and sitting four or more feet off the floor.
Isn’t it funny the “Wizard of Oz" was just a man behind a black
curtain, or robe if you will? Inferesting parallel don’t you think?

The “cop,” on the other hand, is just a man with a gun
whio, more often than not, blindly follows orders for a paycheck.
Everything beyond that is probably just going to be an opinion or
fantasy, such as “jurisdiction.” Remember, don’t distort, delete
or add to reality.

This is where they start to have a more difficult time.
The bureaucrat is trying to maintain a pretense of fairness to con-
ceal the violent nature of “his” proceedings. This is not an easy
task for anyone. In my experience, the pretense is usually
dropped very quickly and they resort to violence or threats of
violence in most cases.

So-called “jurisdiction” is an issue where a bureaucrat
will usually get upset when challenged. Although a “judge” will
always vehemently maintain he has "jurisdiction” over me or
some other non-bureaucrat in “his court,” this “judge” will not
be responsive to questions as to how this “junisdiction” was
acquired.

Getting upset and threatening violence (so-called “con-
tempt”) is part of the intimidation process (just like the “Wizard"
did). | think the resulting fear is, of course, intended to keep peo-
ple from questioning what is going on. [f questioned, people
might start to see the hoax being perpetrated on them. If so, they
may begin to withdraw their support as a result. A "good citi-
zen” is someone who doesn’t question what his “public ser-
vants” are doing. A “good citizen” leaves everything to the
alleged “authorities,” he obediently listens when they scream,
“Pay no attention to the man behind the [black] curtain!”

Traffic cases are either “civil® or “criminal,” although, in



my “legally defective” non-lawyer’s opinion, this is a superficial
political distinction and nothing more. The only real difference is
the:

amount of your time they plan on stealing, and

the level of violence they intend on using, or are

prepared to use against me.

Bureaucrats tend to use more violence in so-called "crim-
inal” traffic cases viz, they "arrest” you and hold you in a cage
for a ransom, politically known as “bail” There is also a chance
that, if found “guilty,” they may want to cage you for a peniod of
time.

The “benefit,” if any, of having a so-called “criminal”
case against you is there is more of a pretense of fairness provid-
ed in their pretended “rules.” Examples are “probable cause”
hearings, pre-trial discovery, juries and rules of evidence.

These alleged “rules” are not absolufg. Inmy experience
these “rules” mean nothing to lawyers and bureaucrats unless as
a ruse to take your productive time. If these “rules” get in the
way of a bureaucrat taking property, then guess what happens?
The bureaucrat ignores the “rule” and moves on.

A great example of this is with what bureaucrats call
“jurisdiction.” The lawyers doing business as the “Supreme
Court” have “ruled” many times the burden of proving jurisdic-
tion is on the plaintiff:

“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdic-
tion. They possess only that power authorized
by Constitution and statute, see Willy v. Coastal
Corp., 503 US. __, __ (1992) (slip op., at 4-5);
Bender v. Williamsport Arca School Dist., 475
U.S. 534, 541 (1986), which is not to be expand-
ed by judicial decree. American Fire & Casualty
Co. v. Finn, 341 US. 6 (1951). It is to be pre-

sumed that a cause lies outside this limited
jurisdiction, Tumer v. President of Bank of
North-America, 4 Dall. 8, 11 (1799), and the bur-
den of establishing the contrary rests upon the
party asserting jurisdiction, McNutt v. General
Motors Acceptance Carp,, 298 US. 178, 182-183
(1936)." Kokkonen v. Guardian Life Ins. Co., ___
US._ (1994), No. 93-263 (emphasis mine).

Thus, the entire burden of proof in so-called “criminal”
Cases is supposed to be on the plaintiff and that burden of proof is
supposed to rise to the level of what lawyers call “beyond a rea-

doubt.”

However, challenge so-called “jurisdiction” in a traffic
court and the “judge,” in every instance, will obediently do the
very opposite of the alleged “Supreme Law of the Land” by
assuming it for the pretended plaintiff or lawyer claiming to rep-
resent the plaintiff. 1 have never scen or heard of an occasion
where a “judge” turned to the “cop” or “prosecutor” and said,
“How about it, what facts do you rely on to prove jurisdiction?”
Even in cases where 1 have "won” this has not happened.

Just change the names here from State of Arizona v. Stevens
to Teoth Fairy v. Stevens. If | challenge “jurisdiction” in this case
and the “judge” jumps in claiming he has “jurisdiction,” it's clear
the *“judge” is representing the Tooth Fairy. It doesn’t take a rock-
et scientist or a juris docfor to understand this is unfair but the
rules don't apply to bureaucrats because we're now in “Legal
Land.”

And why should they follow their own rules? It's very short-
sighted to think violent people will always follow the rules ifaf
all. Violent people, as a rule, typically have no use for rules.
Unlike normal people, they use violence to get their way. It's an
example of bureaucratic nonsense such as “the rules of war.” If
these individuals followed rules there would be no wars,

I've had “judges” tell me straight out that the rules do
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not apply to them. That's right, "traffic judges” have told me the
Arnizona “Rules of Procedure in Civil Traffic Violation Cases” did
not apply to an Arizona “civil traffic violation case” ['ve also
asked, “then which rules do apply here,” and have been threat-
ened with “contempt.” However, with the fear instilled by this
“judge’s” violent ranting and threats, how many of the people
waiting behind me challenged him in any way?

If a case has been labeled “civil” the following questions
have proven very effective. This is only with regards to expos-
ing the truth — separating fantasy from reality. Remember, there
is no way to really “win” with bureaucrats. It's all about damage
control; just limiting your exposure to them. Going in and dis-
agreeing with them will make bureaucrats (or anyone for that
matter) defensive and is counterproductive, in my lay opinion.
They label me argumentative and use that as an excuse to run
over me, As if being argumenlative somehow relieves burenucrats of

their professed duty lo be fair.

“You're enfitled to a fair trial as long as you keep
your mouth shut. You have the right to an attor-
ney, as long as you're not argumentative etc.”

At the initial appearance, the “judge” may ask me what
“plea” 1 would like to enter, “responsible” or “not responsible.”
This alone is degrading and certainly makes me appear to be the
victim of this entire process. | like to say that | infend on “plead-
ing” “responsible,” however, | am not a lawyer so | don't under-
stand the nature and basis of the charges and the proceedings. 1
then ask:

R

This is one of many “loaded questions” 1 ask, so | always
expect an emotional response. ifwuamnoiyetmnnmedwhat
is being done in a so-called i imi

The “judge,” however, may not fully understand what |
am asking and may say, “the State of Arizona, of course.” If so, 1
politely inform him, “that is non-responsive, my question only
required a yes or no answer. I did not ask if there was a com-
plaining party. Iasked, is there evidence of a complaining party?

Yes or no?”

I have never had a "judge” answer this question. No one
I have worked with has had a “judge” answer responsively
either. “Judges” react violently and threaten to forcibly put me
macage. In the real world this alone is a denial of a fair trial and
this violent individual has no intention of being fai

Facts and opinions are two separate things and I'm sup-
posed to be permitted to confront and question all witnesses
against me, The most "evidence” that could be shown here is an
opinion made with regards to other people who live in the same
grographic area as me made by a “cop.” |can guarantee that if |
live in the same area, then they don’t “represent™ me as part of
any so-called "state” or otherwise.
m?Fmﬂmew}nmaydisagme.cmﬁderﬁﬁsmm

v “represent” me if | don't freely consent that they should do
so? Represent me agaimst my will? That's insane, even if it's
alleged to be for the “good of the whole.” That would mean the
“cop” represents me, or the very person he gives a “ticket” to
Does anyone think a slave monger “represents” the people he
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claims are hisslaves? To "represent” me; or anyone for that mat-
ter, there must be something called a pnincipal —agent relation-
ship based upon mutual voluntary consent. This means | direct
the agent and | may be held personally responsible for the
agent’s actions, Have you ever tried to hold a “congressman”
responsible for not voting the way that you bvant him to? Then
does he really “repr ym?? y ! J

' ~{"To stand in the place nf.?
Ballenting's Law Dictionary, page 1095. Just who is this pretended
“prosecutor,” rather persecutor or “cop” standing “in the place
of?” Certainly not me<__

The phrase “the state” is an alter ego or D/B/A
for men and women who do business using

physical violence in a given geographic territory.

I have found that the “cop,” “lawyer,” and “judge” use
the same alter ego. Now, how's that for faimess? For those who
may claim 1 am being “irrational” here, who do all three proud-
Iy claim to “represent?” ¥

¢ The "cops? and “judges™ put forth the opinion the “cop’
somehow “represents” the “peaple.” However, in support aff
that allegation, they will put up about as much evidence viz., tan-
gible facts, to support the opinion they “represent” the people us
Ican — none, absolutely nothing.

It is physically and psychologically impossible to “stand
in the place of” hundreds of people, let alone millions. How can
someone stand in my place if they've never had any contact with
me? 1 once asked a “prosecutor” in the Phoenix area to give me
the names of the people from Page, Arizona he was allegedly
“standing in the place of.” You can guess his response. And yet,
he had a burden of proof that is supposed to be “beyond a rea-
sonable doubt.™ If anyone doubts this is an element of a so-called
“crime,” or “civil” cause of action, then consider who the pictim
or damaged party is supposed to be,

If anyone thinks it's easy, or even possible to “represent”
a few hundred people, consider how many times the “honor-
able” lawyers D/B/A (doing business as) the “United States
Supreme Court”™ have ever agreed on a single issue. There are
only nine of them and they have rarely been unanimous in their
agreement about anything. If nine people rarely agree on a single
issue then what is the possibility that millions will ever agree
about anything? Not likely. This is why there are so many major
fast food chains; because people don’t agree and are free to choose.
Amazingly, all are in business at the same time, makie a Profit
and don't put a gun hfﬁurﬁnéw}uiﬂqhndymywml
or spedial sauce.

Another example which effectively demonstrates the
idea that “prosecutors” represent everyone is a myth and hoax
It's clear that despite whatever opinion you and I may have held
about O], there were plenty of “citizens” who did not want to,
see O], put on trial. 1 would venture to say there were tens of
thousands if not hundreds of thousands of such people. Was
Marcia Clark “standing in place of” those people? The answer is
obviously no. She was not “representing” or speaking for them.
When Marcia Clark daimed to be “representing the “state,” it is
clear "State of California” does not mean the whole body of peo-
ple (politically) referred to as “citizens” and “residents” in
California.

If you get a "traffic ticket.” do you think the lawyer play-
ing “prosecutor,” or the “cop,” for that matter, is “sfanding in the
place of” you, your spouse and best friend? Not possible. In
“Legal Land," it doesn't matter that a "prosecutor” is standing in
the place of no one, except maybe the “cop” and the “judge.”
because all he has to do is to give his opimion and that is enough.
In “Legal Land” the opinion of a bureaucrat is a substitute for
facts. The irony is when 1 present facts they Afe labeléd “time
worn legal opinions.”

o 10 Arizona the “cop” signs the ticket as the complainant
allegedly representing the people. However, this is only an opin-



ion leading to the next question: “Isn’t that just a opinion?”
Depending on the answer, | could then ask: “Is there evidence,
that is, facts, to prove this cop represenis this group of people?”
This is also a yes or no answer. T could then follow-up with
“what evidence is that, and who provided it?” if he answers yes.
If nn; then there is no evidence of a complaining party and no
o,

Any atations to “law” or the "constitution” are non-

ive to the question because those are more political opin-

would then ask him again and also tell him a respon-
sive answer is desire he

sl a
guy named Paul from the Tempe Arizona “IRS” office this ques-
tion and he got very upset with me and suggested 1 leave the
building. 1 only asked Paul the question because every time |
asked for facts an opinion was based he would say, “Marc, the
courts have ruled..”

This is not a superficial or "frivolous” issue either. If it
were, then bureaucrats would not get so upset and law diction-
aries would not define both words:

S & oot an-ack; ik wehisch is- veuls-that
wihich is true, an actuality; that which took place,
not that which might or might not have occurred
[citation omitted].” Ballentine’s Luw Dictionury,
page 449.

PPN 41 inference or conclusion of fact
which a person has drawn from facts which he
has observed [citation omitted].” Ballenfine’s
Law Dictionary, page 893,

Experience has shown this to be a very important issue,
It's not unusual for lawyers, whether in suits, robes or otherwise,
in order to justify the most egregious acts, to label facts as opin-
ions and then call them “frivolous.” This is also a favorite tactic
of socalled "US. attormeys” in “tax” cases.

I have seen a statement such as “We received form letter
[**"]mMa}rZ-@",E{m..." described, by a lawyer, as being noth-
ing more than a “frivolous and groundless legal argument” It's
ope thing for a llerﬁh:'mah!ﬂmhan:l?qu‘gidaim butquili.-.
another when a “judge” accepts it.

I worked on a tax court case where the “IRS” lawyer filed
a motion to dismiss and claimed the required lettered statement
of facts was missing from the complaint. This was her grounds
to have the complaint thrown out. We replied by pointing out
the lettered statemenlt of facts was “A through T" comprising
pages 2-8. The “judge” agreed with his fellow lawyer by deny-
ing reality and threw the case out. The interesting thing is that,
on appeal, the alleged missing lettered statement of facts was not
mentioned at all by the IRS lawyers, Why didn’t these lawyers
defend their position on appeal? You have to also realize that
this is not an isolated incident and if lawyers can get away with
this in a “tax™ case, then they can get away with it in rape and
murder cases.

DEFENDANT: “Your honor, | couldn’t have
shot president Kennedy, | was born in 1979.%

PROSECUTOR: “Your honor | object, that's a
frivolous legal argument and should be strick-

JUDGE: “1 agree, and any more of those frivo-
lous arguments and I'll hold you in contempt.”

I'm still amazed at some of the opinions “state” lawyers



throw out. It's asif theyll say anything they want to and feel they
can get away with it regardless of how divoreed from reality it
may be. But, remember, this is “Legal Land” where deleting, dis-
torting and adding to reality is SO.P.

One recent “tax” case involved an appeal. The main
issue was the denial of confrontation. The witnesses were not
permitted to testify because they were determined to have lacked
personal knowledge of the facts. Although the testimony {so-

led “assessment”) is “inadmissible”
“law"” has never hindered a bureaucrat
from accepting a fellow bureaucrat’s testimony. Despite being

“#** ‘la] denial of cross-examination without
waiver *** would be constitational error of the

Janis, 384 US 1, 3, 86 S.Ct 1245, 1246, 16 L.Ed.2d
314." Smith v. lilinois, 390 US 129, 131, 88 S.CL
748, 750, 19 LEA.2d 956, 959 (1968)." State v,
Hanley, 108 Ariz. 144, 148, 493 P.2d 1201.
(Emphasis added), |

this group of lawyers, a.a. (also known as) an “appellate court,”
wrote:

“We presume there were other F.T.B. employees
who provided, or could have provided, the reg-
uisite foundation for admission of the docu-
ments in question and could have shown how
the proposed taxes were assessed by the FT.5."
(Emphasis mine),

Uinbelievable, isn't it? As far as these lawyers are con-
cerned, it's perfectly O.K. to deny cross-examination as long as

they “presume” there were more witnesses you were also not per-
mitted to cross-examine. Just exactly whe are these alleged wit-
nesses? Let's not leave out the fact the FTB previously agreed
there were no other witnesses and the “court™ was obligated to
resolve all presumptions agains! the FTB. Yes, Mr. Simpson,
were not permitted to cross-examine Kato, but, that's O
because there were many ofher witnesses who testified that we
never told you about that you could not cross-examine either.
anthafsfatrmtit? Sﬂllwant}rmr&,ﬁinlhehandaut"}m
orable” lawyers?

It's no surprise the three lawyers who decided this case
did not want it published or even cited by their fellow lawyers,
“honorable” or otherwise. To conform to reality, the above case
should read:

“ew* ‘la] denial of cross-examination without
waiver ** would be constitutional error of the
first magnitude and no amount of showing of
want of prejudice would cure it, unless of course
we presume there were other witnesses that
were alse mot cross-examined.”” (my edits in
bold italics).

You see? Sticking to the facts makes bureaucrats commit
blatant errors like the ones | just cited. Again, this is because
their M.O. is coercion and violence while maintaining a pretense
of faimess. Can you imagine the riots that would have ensued
had O). been convicted at his criminal trial and then the same
appellate court (yes, the above quote is from a recent case, sum-
mer 2002, in California) were to uphold that conviction by stating;

“We presume there were other Los Angeles
police officers who provided, or could have pro-
vided, the requisite testimony explaining why a
vile of O.]."s blood was taken to the scone of the
crime and why there is blood unaccounted for.”
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Getting back to the above case, what if the “judge” tells l themselves? No, it isn't, and it doesn’t matter that | may be able,

me that he’s not there to answer my questions? | remind him |
would be happy to pay the fine, 1 just don't know or understand

is brings up vet another issue about not being able to
defend yourself competently. Lawyers hold the opinion that
“only a fool has himself as a client” and that all non-lawyers are
incapable of defending themselves. This opinion, from the
lawyers D/B/A the “United States Supreme Court,” was the
basis for a movie starring Henry Fonda called Gideon's Trumpet:

“Even the intelligent and educated layman has
small and sometimes no skill in the science of
law. If charged with a crime, he is incapable,
generally, of determining for himself whether
the indictment is good or bad. He is unfamiliar
with the rules of evidence. Left without the aid
of counsel he may be put on trial without a prop-
er charge, and convicted upon incompetent evi-
dence, or evidence irrelevant to the issue or oth-
erwise inadmissible. He lacks both the skill
and knowledge to adequately prepare his
defense, even though he have a perfect one”
Gideon v, Waimwright, 372 US. 335 (1963)
{(emphasis mine).

This is very important. Think about it for a moment.
Wasn't 1 forced into this situation? Is it fair to knowingly force
someone into a situation where they cannot competently defend

to pay for a lawyer either. After all, why should I have to any- 4
way? Yeah, some may say, “well, you shouldn’t have broken the
law™ as if that opinion somehow negaies the alleged requirement
bureaucrats are supposed to be fair, Oh that's night, T forgot, a fair
trial is only for people who haven't broken the “law.” Don't
delete, distort and or add to reality.

If the underlying proceeding is itself unfair, that is, based
on violence, then how does hiring a lawyer make it any less
unfair? Tt doesn’t. It's still based on violence and still unfair.

I'll use an analogy to demonstrate this because | am sure
lawyers or other bureaucrats reading this may accuse me of
“mixing apples and oranges” Lel's say a guy walks up and
shoots me in the foot for no reason. No rational person would
deny such an act is, at the very least, unfair. Now, is that act any
less unfair because I may have insurance lo cover my newly
acquired, though unwanied, medical needs?

Is it fair for you, or a bunch of you pretending to be a
“state,” to bust my car window because my insurance covers
such damage or because [ can just buy another one? 1could give
analogy after analogy like this, but I've made my point. Just
because someone may hire a lawyer does not make the situation
any less unfair.

This is another example where I have them expose their
contradictions. It's just not possible to give someone a fair trial
when the trial itself is based on violence. After all, if there is a
predetermined ou then it doesn’t matter if you have a

Boyou equate vialence with good fath?
S T T S




I tell him I am prepared to pay his
“fine,” 1f he just be g and answer my questions.
He could also be honest and drop his pretense of fairness and
make me an offer I cun’t refuse like other common criminals.

Another question 1 ask is in regards to the nature of the
charge, in this case, that it is "civil” as opposed to “criminal * |
ask the “judge,” “is this civil case in the nature of a contract dis-
pute or a tort?” This question really sets them up for a fall and
always exposes the truth there is no case. If a “judge” insisis
there is a cause of action for me to "plead” to then he should be
twilling and able to answer this question. If he is so extraordinar-
ily confident he has “lawful” “jurisdiction” over me, so much so
he's willing to use violence against me, then he should answer
this simple question; unless of course “honorable” is synony-
mous with non-responsive and violent.

I have never gotten an answer to this question and for
good reason — there is no case, they have no right to “charge”
me, or you, with anything. This however, does not mean people
should not be held accountable for their actions. Just as you are
not personally accountable to me for not walking around with ID
in your pocket, I am not accountable to you or any of the bureaucrats
prefending to “represent” you

A so-called "civil” cause of action can only fall into one
of two categories: contract or tort. Yes, there may be more than
one cause of action presented, but each “charge” must fall with-
in one of these two categories. With ts they never do.
So What is their defense to this if any? Cad they just say, “a
brought by the ’ ma’dnummh&nﬂﬂﬂnmﬁm
categories”? Ym,andﬂﬂwydnﬂnswuﬂdbeyﬁmm
sion that their own rules don’t apply to them. They apply
to you, their vichim. i

Sutﬂ'ehﬂlemp:ﬂcmh'xt,ufm{m,iﬁwagum

“It is elementary that for an enforceable contract
to exist there must be an offer, an acceptance,
consideration, and sufficient specifications of
terms so that the obligations invelved can be
ascertained.” Savoca Masonry Co., Inc v. Homes &
Son Comst. Co,, Inc., 112 Ariz. 392, 394, 542 P2d
817 (1975). See also Confempo Const. v, M1, Stales
T. & T. Co, 736 P2d 13 (Ariz.App. 1987)
(Emphasis mine).

The five or 50 lawyers doing business as the Arizona
“Supreme Court,” as well as other “courts,” have long held that
there must be a “meeting of the minds” for there to be a contract:

“It is well-established that before a binding con-
tract is formed, the parties must mutually con-
sent to all material terms. A distinct intent
common to both parties must exist without
doubt or difference, and until all understand
alike there can be no assent. [Citation omitted].
if one party thinks he is buying one thing and
the other party thinks he is selling another thing,
no meeting of the minds occurs, and no contract
is formed. |[Citation omitted] (contracts are
founded on the agreements, not on the disagree-
ments, of the parties. Where they missmderstand
each other, there is no contract ... As the
Restatensent describes it, a contract is formed if
there is “manifestation of mutual assent to the
exchange and a consideration” Restatemen!
(Second) of Contracts § 17 (1979)."  Hill-Shafer
Partnership v. Chilson Family Trust, 799 ' 2d 810,
814, 815 (emphasis mine).

And:



“We [the lawyers of the Arizona Supreme
Court] compiled basic concepts of contract law:
“The sine qua mon of any contract is the
exchange of promises. Restatement (Second) of
Contracts § 1 (1981). From this exchange flows
the obligation of ome party to another. 1
Williston on Contracts § 1 at 2 (1957). Carrol v
Lee, 148 Ariz. 10, 12-13 (emphasis mine).

Obligations (as even the “Supreme Courts” agree) are
created by an “exchange of promises” not by the barrel of a gun
or by some other weapon or form of coercion. “Give me your
money or we'll put you in a cage, steal and then sell your house”
is probably not the “exchange of promises” meant here.
However, this is exactly the way the “IRS” and “US. attorneys™
do business, although. they pretiy it up with fluffy political lan-
guage as if they are focling anyone ie., pay your taxes, file your tax
return or we'll levy your property, prosecute you and then put
you in jail

So, if the “judge” claims it is a contract dispute, then,
obviously, there must be a contract. But, in the lawyers’ own
opinion, to have a contract there must be evidence of an offer, a
meeting of the minds, an acceptance, and consideration. That
alone contradicts the underlying violence of the procesdings. |
don’t know about you, but I have never freely consented to any-
thing demanded or otherwise required, by the men and women
parading around, as a so-called “state.” And it doesn’t matter
that 1 may live in the geographic area known as “Nevada.” lsee
nothing in the above "Supreme Court” opinions indicating mere
geographic location is an element of a contract.  For example, [

seriousty doubt my neighbor is obligated to wash my car for no

other reason than because he lives next to me.

The sine qua non of any contract is geographic
loration.

While this example is admittedly asinine, it's how
bureaucrats operale isn't it? The lawyers doing business as the
“supreme court” tell us that many times such as in Colm v. Graves,
300 US 308 at 312-313. Isn’t that the basis of “ America, love it or
leave it?”

A good analogy I've used to demonstrate the nonsense
contained in opinions such as Graves, is with Sears. Thereis a
Sears in Houston, Texas. Secars provides a valaable service to its
customers and also to that part of the community who never sets
foot in their store. One way Sears does this is by providing jobs
to people living in the general area. Those employees then spend
part of their paychecks at other businesses in and around
Houston. However, just because | may live in the same area does
not mean | have an obligation to contribute to Sears” operating,
expenses. An obligation to pay a “fair share” is not magically cre-
ated because there is a Sears operating down the street. What
makes the men and women D/B/ A Sears any different than the
men and women D/B/ A the socalled "state?”

Just because you drive a Dodge doesn’t mean | have to.
Just as important, just because I choose not to drive a Dodge (or
pay a part of Sears’ operating expenses) doesn't mean that |
should have to move to another area (or ot be permitted to shop
or just browse in Sears), it just means | don’t want to drive a
Dodge, that’s all. It should not be taken as an affront to the other
people in the area.

Geographic location is not an element of a valid enforce-
able contract, not even in “Legal Land.” In order for a valid con-
tract dispute to exist there must be evidence of both a loss and a

WwWrong:

“damnum et injuria. Loss and wrong, the two
elements which must exist in combination as
essentials of a cause of action.™ Ballentine's Laow
Dictionary, page 304.
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“damage without wrong. Loss or harm result-
ing to a person which is not the result of the vio-
lation of a legal duty ... The practical sense of the
expression is that there is no cause of action.”
Ballenting's Law Dictionary, page 304.

The “Supreme Courts” are pretty consistent here. For
there to be a cause of action there must be both, 1) the breach of
a duty and, 2) actual damage. See Allen v. Wright, 468 U S, 737
{1984), quoted below.

MNe “cop” has ever accused me of breaching a contract or
causing any actual or pretended damage. “Cops” blindly “fol-
low orders” with no real understanding why they are doing
what they are doing or what it all means. “Judges” appear to
know this and that's why “cops” are never permitted to testify
bevond a certain point. In other words, this helps to conceal
what is really going on, not only from you, but from the
“judge’s” partner in crime, the loyal “cop” as well.

Despite this, | still ask my questions. If the question is
answered (it never is), “Yes, there is a contract,” then 1 would
ask, “is there evidence of a contact? And, of course, if this ques-
tion is answered with a “yes,” then | could ask, “what is that evi-
dence, and where is it?” so that I may examine it.

The other side to this is a so-called “tort” A “tlort” is
defined by lawyers as:

“tort ... A wrong independent of contract ... A
breach of duty which the law, as distinguished
from a mere contract, has imposed ... An injury
or wrong committed either with or without
force, to the person or property of another.”
Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page 1284 (emphasis
mine),

MNotice lawyers think the “law™ is more important than a
mutually voluntary agreement. To really grasp the significance
of this, read ahead at what a "law” is.

A "tort” consists of two elements: the breach of a duty
and damage. Here, the duty is not created by a contract or an
agreement. It's allegedly created by the so-called “law.”

There is no damage to anyone if 1 travel without identi-
fication, so half of a “cause of action” is missing right there. What
about this alleged duty 1 am supposed to have breached; the pre-
tended “duty.. created by law?”

I'm only interested in facts, not opinions; facts speak for
themselves so | leave the legalese or the lawyerese to the lawyers to
make sense of. So, factually, what exactly is a so-called “law” and
where, when, why and how did it create this alleged “duty” on me?

Have you ever examined eéxactly what a “law”
is?

Before anyone can accurately claim or establish “beyond
a reasonable doubt” a certain “law” created an obligation or any-
thing for that matter, you need to know what a “law” is first, then
you can examine exactly where, when, why and how an obligation
or “duty” was allegedly created.

Think about this for a moment, if there was no “law”
about having a so-called barber's “license,” then there could be
no cause of action for cutting hair without one. The “law”™ itself
is being used against me and I'm supposed to be able to question
ull the evidence and testimony being used. The burden of proof
includes proving the “law™ created a duty “beyond a reasonable
doubt” or, “by a preponderance of the evidence,” in the case of a
*“civil” cause of action.

“Words are, of course, the most powerful drug
used by mankind.” — Rudyard Kipling.



So, what is a “law” or a so-called “statute” anyway?
What is it and why does it appear to have an almost hypnotic effect
on most people? That hypnotic effect is probably due to the level
of violence used to force compliance with it. But, exactly what is
it, and how and why does it allegedly create any obligation what-
soever?

A "law” is an opinion backed by a gun.

That's it folks, that's all it is; the rest is just political wirn-
denp dressing as | will show. For example, a “statute” is just anoth-
er fancy word for a “law.” Even a “judge’s” opinions are called
the “law.” Lawvyerscall this “deasional law.” Lysander Spooner
said it best:

“What, then, is legislation? [t is an assumption
by one man. or body of men, of absolute, irre-
sponsible dominion over all other men whom
they can subject to their power. Itis an assump-
tion by one man, or body of men, of a right to
subject all other men to their will and their serv-
ice. It is an assumption by one man, or body of
men. of a right to abolish outright all the natural
rights, all the natural liberty of all other men; to
make all other men their slaves; to arbitrarily
dictate to all other men what they may, and may
not do; what they may, and may not, have; what
they may, and may not, be. It is, in short, the
assumption of a right to banish the principle of
human rights, the principle of justice itself, from
off the earth, and set up their own personal will,
pleasure, and interest in its place. All this, and
nothing less, is involved in the very idea that
there can be any such thing as legislation that is
obligatory upon those upon whom it is

imposed.” Lysander Spooner's Natural Law, or
the Science of Justice: A Treatise on Natural Law,
Natural Justice, Natural Righis, Natural Liberty,
and Natural Sociefy; Showing that All Legislation
Whatsoever is an Absurdity, a Usurpation, and a
Crime. Part Firsl.

Lawyers, not me, define a “statute” as: “The written will
of the legislative department ..." Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page
1212 The lawyers doing business as the “United States Supreme
Court” hold the same belief, see Jobm P. King Mfg. Co. v Coundil of
Augusta, 277 U.S. 100 at page 102 to confirm. Simple observation
Shows us that, factually, a so-called “legislative department” is
just men and women. If not, then what is a “legislative depart-
ment,” rocks, flowers, puppies, reptiles, raisins?

it follows that a so-called “law” is just the “written will”
of men and women. We should not forget this “written will” dif-
fers from mine in that 1 don’t force my “written will” on anyone
under any pretense of " protection” and most assuredly not at the
barrel of a gun. Does the “law” seem as sacred to you now?
Don'tconfuse a political “law™ with a natural law such as the law
of gravity. The law of gravity is not the invention or whim of
man; it's anobservation. Just asimportant, when was the last time
you were forced by another person to comply with the law of
gravity? And why is that? Amazing, the earth rotates on it's axis
everyday without a sacred actnfcm;grm

In my experience, no "judge” has admitted or ackroul
edged the so-called “law” is just the “written will” of some indi-
viduals even when he is made aware of it “Fay no attention to the

despite the fact taking “judicial notice” is
“mandatory” under the rules of evidence, In Arizona, and. in the



federal courts, it's rule 201(d). In California, it is under § 451 of
the evidence code, Try imagining why an alleged benevolent,
;hmurabh'mﬂthpmpiewuuldmﬂmehm
inslance to take notice of what the “law” really is. Why the refusal
to comply with a mandatory function of his exalted “office?”
Then consider this happens in every instance no matter what the
geographic location. What are the odds? What are these “hon-
orable” lawyers afraid of? It's called the "three monkey
defense,” hear no evil, see no evil, speak no evil. When confronted
with the fruth, “judges” are non-responsive. Their sacred “law”
isn’t so sacred when it's just the “written will” of some men and

WIOITHETL

udge’ notice a “statute” is nothing but the a group
of men and women, then the “cop” has to bring forth the facts he
relied on to support his opinion their “will” created a “duty” on
me to act, or not act, in a certain way. The “cop” is pretty ill-
equipped to do this because his traditional accoutrements (gun,
stick, badge, uniform, anti-social behavior etc.) don’t help him
any. In other words, swift and blinding violence is about as
effective here as it is in solving geometry problems. Maybe "con-
gress” can pass a “law” magically transforming everyone into a
mathematician?

In fact, in every single instance where | have asked a

what a so-called was, they were unable o

; they just don't know an vers don’t think they need to
know. Yes, “cops” won't hesitate to kill you if they think you are
a violator, but, while they are killing you they cannot tell you
what you are allegedly Violating. Has this created any “reason:
able doubt” in your mind yet? This “cop” is certainly notina *
position to testify he saw me violate a "statute” when he doesn't
even know what it is.

“Your Honor, I'm the one who discovered the
theory of relativity.”

“Really officer Carrol, what does the “¢” stand
for?”

“How should ! know, that's irrelevant your
honor.”

“lagree.”

During one”trial” in Arizona I asked a “cop” if he knew
what a “license” was. He admitted he didn’t know. 1 suggested
that since he didn’t know what a “license” was that he was in no
position to testify 1 was required to have one. What did the
“judge” with the robe do? That's right, “judge” Donald bailed
his buddy out; he asked, “Officer, do you know what a license
looks like?” “Yes I do your Honor,” The “judge’s™ response?
“That's good enough for me.” Not surprising that the “appellate
court,” yet another lawyer who is now a federal judge in the
ninth circuit, “ruled” she saw “nothing wrong” with what her
fellow politician did.

The “judge” is not supposed to have any discretion to
permit such an individual to testify because § 602 of the Arizona
evidence code states:

"A witness may not testify to a matter unless
evidence is introduced sufficient to support a
finding that the witness has personal knowledge
of the matter.” (Emphasis mine).

If the “cop”™ doesn't know wha! a "statute” is, not what
one says, but what it is, then he “has no personal knowledge of
the matter” and “may not testify;” unless of course “personal
knowledge” is now synonymous with gun, badge and a willing-
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ness to kill men, women and children for not “following orders.”
If this "cop” doesn't know what a so-called “statute” is, then it's
impossible for him to prove “beyond a reasonable doubt” I
allegedly violated one. This is much easier to understand if |
don’t use the word “law.” Instead, I'll use “XYZ2" so you are not
hypnaotized by the word “law”

COP: "Marc broke the XYZ your Honor.”
MARC: "OK, if you say so; but what is XYZ?"
COF: “1 don’t know; but you broke if all right.”

Would you rely on this guy's testimony? Traffic court
“judges” do everyday. It's no different if accused of breaking
the “law” by a man who doesn’t know what a “law™ is.

I once worked on an “IRS” case with a lawyer. We ini-
tally lost the case and the “judge” used the “constitution” as
grounds to throw the complaint out. We filed a motion to recon-
sider and requested the “judge” to take "judicial notice” the
“constitution” was a “written instrument.” This fact was sup-
ported by observation and by the lawyers doing business as the
“Supreme Court:” “The Constitution is a written instrument.”
State of South Caroling v. US, 199 US. 437 (1905) see also Mclntyre
v. Ohio Elections Comm'n, ___ US. ___ (1995), No. 93-986, decided
April 19, 1995.

This “judge” refused although it's “mandastory” under
rule 201(d) of the federal rules of evidence. Without disputing
the truth, she claimed the facts were “mappropriate.” Susan’s
decision was based on the “constitution” but usuf the constitu-
tion liternlly is, was somehow “inappropriate” Yes, Virginia
there is a Santa Claus. If you don't acknowledge what it is, you
may as well as substitute XYZ for “law” or “constitution.” Tell
me exactly what the “constitution™ or “law™ is without using the word
“constitution” or "law"” and you'll see what | mean.

Nowhere in the federal rules of evidence can | find
where a “judge” can refuse to take notice of facts because they
feel it's “inappropriate.” Relevant yes, “inappropriate,” no.
Couldn’t the facts of a brutal rape and murder be considered
“inappropriate” also?

You may be asking yourself why a “judge” would refuse
to take “judicial notice” of what the “constitution” is factuaily,
especially when her entire decision is based on it. After all,
“judges” take a pretended oath to “preserve, protect and defend”
the “constitution” and yet they run (sometimes literally) when
asked to take notice of what itis. Why is that? I think it's because
they know, or are realizing they cannot prove the “constitution”
created any obligations on anyone. Can you explain how a two-
hundred year old unsigned “written instrument” transfers prop-
erty rights?

The same thing happens when [ ask notice be taken the
“law” is the “written will” of a group of individual men and
women. Bureaucrats do not like talking about how and why what
they call the “law” allegedly became obligatory (binding) or how
and why it created some pretended “duty” they are accusing me
of somehow “breaking.” It's as if they know it's not binding on
me, them, or anyone else, and they are afraid of “letting the cat
out of the bag.” Maybe “cops” would be less enthusiastic to kill
in the “name of the law” if they knew it was just an opinion.

“L-arrest you in the name of Ted Kennedy!”

1 like to “cut to the chase.” 1 may ask, “what facts are
currently before you proving when, where, why and how the writ-
ten will of individuals, ostensibly labeled “legislators,” became
obligatory on me?” They are the ones who are supposed to
prove their case “beyond a reasonable doubt.” How is that done
without these facts? Can you just assume the “law” is binding?
Yes, bureaucrats do il everyday. However, what is the point of a
trial when facts are assumed? What about the part about

“beyond a reasonable doubt?”
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I'did a pre-trial conference with a lawyer I used to work
with. We were in San Jose meeting with two "IRS” lawyers, The
lead lawyer snarled contemptuously at me, “What makes you
think your clients aren’t subject to federal law Marc?” T said,
“What is federal law...?" She was a bit puzzled by this, thought
for a moment and then said, “That's what congress says” |
responded by saying, “OK., isn't congress just a group of indi-
vidual men and women?” She agreed it was. | then asked her,
“What facts do you rely on that my client is subject to the will of
these individual men and women?” She refused to answer and
her younger co-worker arrogantly stated, “we don’t have to
prove anything like that and the court will let us ™

I then said, “O.K. let me see if I have understand your
pre-trial position correctly. You are saying, *we're the IRS and
we can do and say whatever the hell we want, not have to prove
a damn thing, and the court will let us get away withit" Is that
right? He refused to answer and they wound up refusing to
return any of our discovery materials, including refusing to
attend depositions. That, however, is typical when the oppesi-
tion has no case. You see,

bureaucrats believe they don’t have to prove the
“law” that they ram down people’s throats is
actually hinding on anyone in amyuty.

“Beyond a reasonable doubt?” Who are they kidding?
Bureaucrats don't believe they have to prove their “law” is bind-
ing at all, they believe their fanfasy is reality and if it's questioned,
then the person who has the temerity to ask is labeled a wacko or
being in an “alternate reality.” And | agree in regards to the
“alternate reality,” my reality is based on tangible facts and a
bureaucrat's reality (“Legal Land") is based on opinions heard
from “honorable”™ lawyers and other bureaucrats. This is all just
a “normal,” everyday part of “Legal Land.” Bureaucrats only
need to hold an opinion (and a gun) and that's all. What is more,

their opinion the “law” is binding and, or applicable is a sacred
cow quite literally immune from challenge, the rules of evidence,
confrontation and faimess be damned. And why is that? Yes,
lawyers spew forth nonsense such as, “The courts have long
held..." in defense of their “adversary system.” Of course, who
wouldn’t defend their own business? However, legal opinions
are not facts.

T once had a former “IRS” district counsel tell me over
the telephone that if | were a lawyer, 1 would be “disbarred” for
challenging a “revenue agent’s” opinion the “law” was binding.
“Disbarred” for challenging a witness's testimony? And why is
that Mr. Former district counsel? You guessed it Control. To

keep the truth from getting out;
the truth being the “law" binds no one.

What would happen if just 100,000 victims of bureau-
cratic attacks challenged this legal opinion? Think about it. It's
only an opinion. Confidence would collapse.

This is why a lawyer representing the “IRS” told me a
“revenue agent's” legal opinions collectively known as a
“NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY” were “irrelevant” to whether the
“NOTICE" was correct (apparently the whole is NOT equal to
the sum of its parts). In other words, his legal opinions, includ-
ing the one the “law” created a socalled “tax liability,” were
“irrelevant” to whether the asserted “tax liability” was correct.
That's the equivalent to “convicting” a man of rape on nothing
more than:

COP: *He did it your honor.”

HONORABLE LAWYER: “"And how do you
know this?”

LAWYER: “Your honor [ object! That's wholly



irrclevant to whether this idiot is guilty or not
This man is a “cop” and his offical opinion is
more valuable than that of an accused rapist,”

I was in an “informal conference” with individuals
claiming to be a "Department of Revenue” in Phoenix. [ handed
the “revenue agent” her so-called “NOTICE OF PROPOSED
ASSESSMENT™ and asked her if everything on there was true
and correct. The response? She and her comrades vehemently
refused to answer the question. However, | think rational people
would agree that she did answer the question by her actions. But
why would people so extraordinarily confident in their so-called
“assessment” refuse to answer this question?

Some may argue that whether the “law” is binding is
somehow “irrelevant” to whether a “tax liability” is created; that
a "revenue s” or “cop’s” legal opinions should not be chal-
lenged as any other witness would be. | will briefly demonstrate
why this is “irrational” and inconsistent with the very “system”
facilitating the attack. Real crimes do not depend on the existence of
a “law” to prove thry were committed. I'll compare “tax evasion™
with a real crime:

“Section 7201. Attempt to evade or defeat tax
Any person who willfully attempts in any man-
ner to evade or defeat any tax impased by this
title or the payment thereof shall, in addition to
other penalties provided by law, be guilty of a
felony and, upon conviction thereof, shall be
fined not more than $100,000 ($500,000 in the
case of a corporation), or imprisoned not more
than 5 years, or both, together with the cosis of
prosecution.” Title 26 United States Code
(emphasis mine).

Notice this pretended crime depends entirely on the exis-

tence of some so-called “title” or “law.” Without this so-called
“law” there is no crime. The same is true of the affront to human-
ity called “failure to provide ID." Aren't “crimes” supposed to be
proven “beyond a reasonable doubt?” Isn't the applicability of
the “law" an essential element here? Can this legal opinion then
be assumed by a non-lowyer (gasp!) and not be subjected to chal-
lenge? | guess "proven beyond a reasonable doubt” means
spewing forth incomprehensible legal opinions. However, now
compare 26 USC 7201 with a real crime:

“13-1102. Negligent homicide; classification
A. A person commits negligent homicde if with
criminal negligence such person causes the
death of another person.

B. Negligent homicide is a class 4 felony.”
Arizona Revised Statutes.

Proving a person caused the death of another person is
certainly possible without this so-called “law” (person A pointed
a gun at person B's head and fired..) Try making a case for “tax
evasion” without a so-called “tax code.” Let's see, person A
earned $50,000 and put it in his pocket. Yeah, some crime, shoot
the bastard, he doesn’t deserve a fair trial.

Just in case anyone thinks | am advocating or believe
people should not be held accountable for their actions, consider
all I am doing here is using the so-called “system” against itself,
I'm pointing out the contradictions and inconsistencies 1If some
“revenue agent” forms an opinion. then that opinion is supposed
to be subject to challenge and it doesn’t matter what the subject
matter of the opinion is. For goodness sakes, even “expert wit-
nesses” are subject to “cross-examination.” If you aren’t sup-
posed to challenge a “revenue agent’s” legal opinions; then what
is the point of having a “tax court?” If proving the “law” is
binding is not relevant to proving “tax evasion”™ “beyond a
reasonable doubt,” then a bureaucrat could jerk some poor soul
out of Fiji and convict them. In simpler terms, you could be
convicted of not getting a dog license despite not having a dog:
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“But your honor, I don’t have a dog.”

“That's irrelevant, the statute requires every
person to get the license.”

Then again, a dog without a “license” is a “nullity.” Wait
a miinude, | think they may have something here.

Do you realize men and women claiming to be an “IRS”
and a so-called “Justice Department” bring exactly the same fac-
tual claim to your property as you do? Let me explain You
acquire 100,000 dollars, To prove you have a right to the money
you put forth the following facts: you entered into a mutual vol-
untary agreement with another man to trade services. This
agreement was carried out in New York., The "IR5” then claims
39,000 of it is theirs. What facts do they rely on to support this
legal opinion? That's right, vou acquired 100,000 dollars in New
York; exactly the same set of facts fo support your claim.
Everything beyond that is political mumbo-jumbo. And don't
forget the New York “state” bureaucrats also lay claim.

Think about this: whether the "law” is binding or not is
really a “jurisdiction” (control) issue so | like to ask,

“except for coercion, exactly where, when, why
and how was your control over my life
acquired?”

There is never a responsive answer o this question. How
does the “judge” maintain a pretense of faimess when he refuses
to inform me of the nature and cause of the charges and pro-
ceedings? All I want to do is pay the fine and leave, why doesn’t
e just let me? There were times when there was a “release bond™
1 was going to assign over for the fine and they have refused to
let me. They were aiready paid and yet they still refused to
inform me of the mature and cause of the charges and proceed-

ings. What does thal lell you? Also consider | haven't disagreed
or argued with him in any way. On the contrary, |'ve agreed with
him, he has ¢control and 1 want to pay him; [ only want to know
how jurisdiction was scguired. What's the problem?

Why would a “judge” refuse to answer a few questions
and take the fine? | was once with a guy who put the checkbook
right where the "judge” could seeit, i was right on the bench, and
he told the “judge” he was going to write a check for the fine
because he didnt want a trial This "judge” not only got
extremely upset, he called in the “police” to have us "arrested.”
While our complaint about this was ignored, years later, the
“Arizona Supreme Court” “censured” him for having an anger
problem. Who would have thought?

A “judge” cannot be honest about what's going because
he is the main player in this vicious scam. He has to put on the
pretense; his dog and pony show called a “trial” is to provide the
illusion of legitimacy. That is why he will not tell me what is
really going on and just take his blood money; he cannot just be
honest and say, “your money or your life” like other criminals,
He probably knows the people waiting behind me would run out
of there as fast as they could if he did.

What if the "judge” is non-responsive by citing a
“Supreme Court” opinion as an answer to how "jurisdiction”
was acquired? [ would say, “Really? O.K., since you are relying
on that opinion as if it's evidence, can | cross-examine the
lawyers who wrote it?” [ say this because the “judge” is relying
on the legal opinions of his fellow “honorable” lawyers so I'm
supposed to be entitled to cross-examine those lawyers too, Tam
unaware of exceptions for lawyers higher up on the political
pecking order.

You see, evvrything being used against me is suppesad to
be subject to challenge. If the “judge” wants to order the lawyers
doing business as the “Supreme Court” to appear as witnesses
against me, who am I to complain? If he doesn't want to order
them to be cross-examined, then he shouldn’t be trying to substi-
tute their opinions as “evidence” against me.
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The rules of evidence are pretty clear and standard
around the geographic area commonly referred to as the “United
States.” Two rules from Arizona and the federal rules are as fol-
lows:

“A witness may not testify to a matter unless
evidence is introduced sufficient to support a

finding that the witness has personal knowledge
of the matter.” Arizona rule 602

“Who May Impeach. The credibility of a wit-

ness may be attacked by any party, including the
party calling the witness." Federal rule 607.

In California, the equivalent is section 702 of the evidence code
where it states “the testimony of a witness concerning a particu-
lar matter is inadmissible unless he has personal knowledge of
the matter.”

If the “judge” wants to be non-responsive and cite opin-
ions and not facts, that's O.K,, he's just digging a decper hole for
himself. Let him rely on opinions I can't challenge; doing so con-
flicts with his pretense of fairness. You see, this is not only unfair
because the “judge” is now assuming the “prosecutor’s” burden
of proof, but he's also denying cross-examination and taking the
testimony of “witnesses” who obviously lack personal knowl-
edge. That's a pretty good list of “errors,” wouldn't you agree?
And that's all in the first two minutes.

I'm sure lawyers would protest claiming | may not cross-
examine the lawyers D/B/ A the “Supreme Court.” Go ahead and
protest, argue, object and disagres; rule 607 contains no exception
for lawyers, even "honorable” ones in flowing black robes. |
won't force a “judge” to be responsive. If he chooses to be non-
responsive when [ ask for facts and instead relies on opinions of
his fellow lawyers, that's fine. I'm supposed to have the right to
challenge all the “evidence” being used against me, including

opinions, even those offered by so-called "expert witnesses™ who
are not even present or know they are being used as witnesses.

Lawyers can protest their own “rules” all they want; it
only proves my poinb It's the inconsistency that's important here,
not whether or not [ get to cross-examine a few lawyers, 1don't
want to cross-examine them anyway (have you ever tried to get
a straight answer from a lawyer you're not paying?). Besides, |
have praductive things to do. It just isn't fair for a “judge” to
opinions as “evidence” against me while, at the very same time,
denying challenge It only goes to show that:

There are no binding “rules” for bureaucrats
because they just don't follow “rules.”

Just like peeling back the layers of an onion,
the more you examine what these people say
and do the more it falls apart under its own
dead weight.

Men with guns who have no respect for human life typ-
ically have no use for rules either. So, in regards to this, | just
want to mention another pelitical lie (1 know that's redundant)
before | move on. A well known opinion is the “constitution™
allegedly established a "government of law, not of men” and a
so-called “limited government,” and “the rule of law.” This is
statist propaganda to the hilt and I'll show you why.

Regardless of what the “constitution™ may say in any
other clause, the only important one is the “necessary and prop-
er” clause because this clause effectively negates the rest of that
document. You want to know why? Because:

“Necessitas non habet legem ... Necessity has
no law..." Ballenting’s Law Dictionary, page 837.

This definition (and the fancy Latin that lawyers will



sometimes spew forth in order to confuse you even further)
reminds me of many a traffic court “judge:”

“Necessitas vincit legem; legum vincula irred-
it...Necessity supercedes law; it LAUGHS at the
fetters of the law.” Ballentine’s Law Dictionary,
page 837 (emphasis added).

Yes, when confronted with rules, such as 602 and 605 of
the evidence mules, “judges” laugh at the “law”™ and do whatever
they want while sneering “you can appeal.” Don't believe me?
Try it and you'll see. Yes, these lawyers laugh at the very “law”
they ram down our throats. Can you use “necessity” as a defense
when charged with one of their pretended crimes? Still think
they “represent” you?

As it turns out, the "Rule of Necessity” is a convenient
political or statist way of saying bureaucrats can do whatever
they want and the alleged “law,” such as the “fifth amendment.”
is just not applicable.

A great example is in the “Arizona Rules of the Supreme
Court” The so-called “Supreme Law of the Land,” is that, if
forced into “court,” you are supposed to get a fair and impartial
uialurymrr'ﬁfe,ﬂheﬂyandpmpeﬂy‘mmtmpmadmbe
taken away from you. This is commonly known as "due
process” (fifth amendment) or “having your day in court.” This,
however, is just not consistent with the facts. The term “due
process,” as it turns out, is very, very misleading.

If you look at the Arizona Rules of the Supreme Court,
Rule 81, Code of Judicial Conduct (the “judge’s” ethics rules - 1
kmoto, that's an oxymeron), the commentary for Canon 3E(1), says:

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rule of disqualification.”

What this is actually means, when you strip away the

lawyerese, is a “judge’s” apimion is more important than his fol-
lowing the rules and giving you a fair trial, such as, recusing
himself as your “judge” whenever he is asked to rule on any
cause about which his impartiality might reasonably be ques-
tioned. To “recuse” means to “disqualify™ himself, i.e., to step
down from “the bench,” that seat that he sits on behind a big
wooden table four feet off the floor, so that another “judge” can
replace him. In essence, it means:

By decisional law, the Rule of Necessity may
override the Rule of Law.

If you cannot receive a fair trial, then they are not sup-
posed to put you on trial at all or take your “life, liberty or prop-
erty” away from you. However, lawyers and bureaucrats are not
in the fairness business; that’s why they completely disregard the
so-called “law” whenever they feel like it by using what they call
“the Rule of Necessity,” their idea of necessity.

Whether you believe it or not will not change the reality
there is no such thing as a “government of laws, not men.” This
is because the “law” itselfis nothing more than an opimion “by one
man, or a body of men,” as Spooner put it, backed by @ gun, and
this includes so-called “decisional law,” as lawyers call it.

A “government” is a group of men and women
doing business using physical violence under
the political banner of “necessity.”

Their opinions are just political window dressing to con-
ceal that vielence. Go ahead. Conduct your own law library or
internet search of "Supreme Court” opinions using the key word
“necessity” and you will find the most egregious acts of violence
that have all been justified by what they say was necessary.

COP “We had to kill him your Honor.”



JUDGE “And why is that officer Mitchell?”

COP "It was necessary to get his car away from
him.”

JUDGE “Was he engaged in, or wanted for a
crime?

COP “No, but I hardly think that’s relevant your
honor.”

JUDGE “Meitherdo L

The fact that the “laws” and the rules of court do not
apply to bureaucrats is shown everyday by the “judges” them-
selves if the right questions are asked in traffic court. Sometimes,
you can see this for yourself even if you don't ask the right ques-
tions, just by having a basic understanding of what is right and
fair, The issue of how the "judge” acquired “jurisdiction” (con-
trol) is just one; but is very important, maybe even the most
important. "Jurisdiction” is supposed to be an element of a so-
called “crime”™ and a “cause of action.” The burden of proof is
supposed to be on the party asserting it and, ina criminal case, the
burden is “"beyond a reasonable doubt,” while, in a “civil” case,
it is supposed to be by a “preponderance of evidence.” Supposed
to be. Remember, this is “Legal Land” where nothing is what it's
supposed to be.

Well, it's bad enough if the “judge” assumes “jurisdic-
tion” on behalf of the alleged complaining party, but it's an insult
added to injury to also use an opinion against me I cannot chal-
lenge. I would therefore ask, “is the use of opinions | cannot
challenge factually consistent with the confrontation clauses?”
Using so-called “evidence” not subject to challenge is not a trial
in any sense of the word.

For the lawyers out there, do not mix apples and oranges

74

here or accuse me of doing the same. This is not to say an issue
of so-called “law” may not be settled by citing an opinion of the
“Supreme Court.™ On the contrary, this is an issue of evidence
and facts, not of “law.” [t's also an issue of being responsive to a
simple question. 1should not be given an opinion when | ask for
the: Facts.

Some may ignore that | asked for the facts and say it's
“well-settled law” that the “judge” has jurisdiction. It is also
“well-settled law”™ that you're supposed to wear a seatbelt, so
why have a trial at all when the charge is failure to wear a seat-
belt? Come to think of it, if I have to accept opinions without
challenge then what is the point of having a trial under any cir-
cumstances? Ifit's so “well-settled,” then why not repeal “civil”
rules such as 12{b)(6), one of the motion to dismiss rules? If it's
such “well-settled law™ then why do “U.5. Attorneys” ahways file
motions to dismiss when someone sues the “IRS?”

The “judge” is supposed to be impartial and independent;
not in my opinion, but in their opinion. This so-called independ-
ence would be subverted if he is assuming “jurisdiction” for a
party. This will be discussed in greater detail below.

As stated earlier, a cause of action is supposed to require
the breach of a duty resulting in damage. So, | may ask, “am |
being accused of breaching some duty?” If this is answered, then
the answer would most likely be “yes” T would then ask,
“where, when, why and how was this alleged duty created?”
Keep in mind this presupposes the “judge” has answered whether
or not this “civil” case was a contract dispute or a tort. Chances
are this question will not be answered. Most questions are not
answered. Maybe “honorable” lawyers do not feel the need
condescend to my non-lawyer level to answer a question.

I would also ask: "Was this alleged duty created by coer-
cion?” If that alleged duty was created by coercion, then why not
also impose the “duty” to pay the fine by coercion and skip the
pretense? Why not be consistent?

4



As previously stated, bureaucrats have most people
blindly accepting their pretended "laws™ so they don't have to
worry about non-compliance. However, “in a democracy based
on the rule of law and not of men,” and other such “legalistic gib-
berish,” the pretense of a fair trial must be maintained in order to
keep those very same people fast asleep regarding the true
nature of their so-called “system™ so they will continue to go
right on blindly obeying and paying,

After all, if a “duty” can be created by coercion, then
how can the crime called “armed robbery” even exist? For exam-
ple, you walk into a bank with a machine gun, you fire off a few
rounds and inform every employee in the bank that they will die
if you don't get all of the money stored away inside of their bank.
If “legal duties” are created by coercion, then the people in that
bank would have a “legal duty” to comply, now wouldn't they?
If it is, then where's the crime? In fact, what is really crazy here is
if the bank’s employees refise to comply, then they ‘e committed a
crime and not the guy with the machine gun. In “Legal Land”
such heinous crime by the bank employees is called “tax eva-
sion.” In “Legal Land” violence is “honorable”™ and not comply-
ing with that violence is the crime.

The really uncomfortable part for 2 “judge” is in regards
to the second half of a cause of action Le., the damage. How can
there be any “damage” if I don’t have an ID card in my pocket?
The only "damage” may be to the ego of the man dressed in a cos-
tume, with a gun and a healthy appetite for viclence and domi-
nation because I didn’t obey his legal “order.”

What they are really accusing me of is disobedience to their
pretended “authority,” not of breaching any duty or causing any
damage. “Traffic court” is a matter of obedience, domination
and money, not a matter of safety, fairness and justice. They're
determined to make sure that [ obey the next ime around. This
is proven by looking at their own so-called “law.” 1 can always
rely on contradictions when dealing with bureaucrats. A great
example in Arizona is found within their so-called “constitution”™

“Governments derive their just powers from the
consent of the governed, and are established to +
protect and maintain individual rights"—

Arizona constitution article 11 § 2.

If you think about it, bureaucrats claim to protect every-
one's rights, yet, who's rights are they allegedly “protecting” if I
am charged with not having an ID card in my pocket? In other
words, where is the “damage” if I travel without identification? What
about a “license plate” for that matter?

I have asked for the names of the alleged victims whose
rights the fearless “prosecutor” is valiantly “protecting” and
have never gotten an answer. Why is that? However, one per-
secutor in Arizona actually claimed he was “representing” me.
Wow, I'm both the plaintiff and the defendant. Before anyone
laughs, consider this opinion is not “legally defective,” it was a
l:wyer’s,apmudmunbemfum'ﬂrmﬂarhmdaﬂm'ﬂf
only people permitted to give legal opinions in “Legal Land.
Now vou can laugh. 1If he was really “representing” nl‘.',ﬂ"ﬂ:ll
would have been complaining against myself 1 could have told him
to withdraw the complaint. He was claiming to be “stand[ing] in
the place of* me. But I think everyone is aware he did not “rep-
resent” me. If he did, then notwithstanding the complete lack of
supporting evidence, there was a serious conflict of interest, in

on.

mhynl]t:rdl}rmjnkﬂutmylawyﬂ,m'mp.“ for that matter,
could produce any evidence that 1, being in Phoenix, have obli-
gations to people in Parker Arizona, hundreds of miles away. To
date, all have refused to even try. No, instead, they leave that
“burden™for their exalted partner the “judge” to decide. All that
means is that the “judge” bails them out because the “judge” can
call his little army of non-discretion exercising henchmen
(“bailiff,” “cop,” “deputy” etc.) to throw me in a cage for
humans with a so-called “command,” “mandate,” "decree” or
~arder.”



It's even more difficult, if not impossible, for these
bureaucrats to provide the actual “rights” they are courageously
“protecting” or “redressing” in a “traffic” case. I'll elaborate.
Bureaucrats allege we have a right to "life, liberty and property.”
In a case of car theft, the victim's right to property was violated.
In a kidnapping case, the victim’s right to liberty is violated and,
in a murder case, the victim’s right to life is violated. There it's
clear which rights the “prosecutor” is allegedly “protecting” or
“redressing.” But what if 1 forget to leave the house with ID? If
I live in Phoenix, Arizona, and leave my home without ID, how
are the people at the Grand Canyon injured? Which rights of
theirs have [ allegedly violated and how? Was it their right to life,
liberty or property? Oh no, all three? If you laugh, then keep in
mind, this is supposed to be proven “beyond a reasonable
doubt.”

I've asked “cops” this question and the best they can do
is say | “failed to produce ID.” It's a stupid “time worn” mantra;
they have no responsive answers because there are none. IVs a fan-
tasy to think people are damaged if | don't have ID on me. Why
not accuse me of not dressing like the Tooth Fairy? That causes
the same amount of damage to other people as not having a pic-
ture ID in my pocket

At what point does this senseless violation of rights
occur? What kind of person is so cold-blooded and insensitive to
the rights of others they actually leave their house without an ID
card? Let's take this one step at a time and see if we can pinpoint
exactly when the “rights™ are violated. 1) [ decide | want to leave
my home in Phoenix and get some raisins down the street. | have
some cash in my pocket so, 2) 1 don't take ID with me. 3) I get
into my car and travel down the street. 4) A valiant public ser-
vant, a “cop,” ever vigilant to protect the people, senses T don't
have ID. 5) Knowing there is criminal activity brewing, he turns
on his emergency lights and 6) I stop my car. 7) Our conquering
“hero” the “cop,” bravely approaches the vehicle and with great
confidence, throwing caution to the wind, 8) asks tosee my ID. 9) 1

tell this courageous, selfless man, “1 have no ID." 10) Our “cop”
informs me that | am now “under arrest” and, 11) far greater
tragedy to the people of Arizona has been narrowly averted by
this altruistic “servant” of the people. Who knows what might
have been the extent of the damage had | been permitted to con-
tinue traveling down the streel? 1 could have bought some
raisins (or other dry fruit) without [D! Oh, “the horror...the hor-
ror.”

And, mind you, bureaucrats do believe not having ID is
a crime warranting jail time, Cmne lawyer from the Phoenix area
wanted a “judge” to put me in jail for six months not because [
didn’t have 1D, but because my ID did not have a picture on it

A. The operator of a motor vehicle who know-
ingly fails or refuses to bring the operator’s
motor vehicle to a stop after being given a visu-
al or audible signal or instruction by a peace offi-
cer or duly authorized agent of a traffic enforce-
ment agency is guilty of a class 2 misdemeanor.

B. After stopping as required by subsection A of
this section, the operator of a motor vehicle who
fails or refuses to exhibit the operator's driver
license as required by section 28-3169 or a driv-
er who is not licensed and who fails or refuses to.
provide evidence of the driver's identity on
request is guilty of a class 2 misdemeanor. The
evidence of identity that is presented shall con-
tain all of the following information .."
(Emphasis mine).



Just how many tragedies has this so-called “statute” pre-
vented? What on earth did people do in the days prior to picture
II¥s? No wonder they're called the "Dark Ages,” there was no
flash photography.

My question is: at what point did this nefarious crime
begin? If you laugh at this suggestion consider this so-called
“crime” is supposed to be proven “beyond a reasonable doubt.”
Was it at step #1, when | was thinking of going out for raisins or
when [ actually decided to go out withouat ID? If my wife knew
| was going out without ID would she be guilty of aiding and
abetting? What if she suggested | go out without my ID, would
she be guilty of conspiracy to fail to produce ID? Maybe she
should have performed a “citizen’s arrest” and prevented me
from leaving the house? What if | thought about going out with-
out 1D and the phone rang and [ didn't go out, would that be
allempied failure to provide 1D?

At which point did the people of Heber, Arizona, start
having their rights violated and which ones? Was it the “right” to
go to sleep at night knowing some lunatic was not out traveling
without a picture ID in his pocket? Were the people of Jerome,
Arnizona, damaged at the same time as the people at the Grand
Canyon? Are non-citizens and non-residents also damaged, or
just citizens? What about people just visiting or citizens visiting
the other side of North America, is it a vicarious injury? If it dam-
ages people 200 miles away, then why aren’t people damaged in
California and Mexico? Or are they damaged as well and “cops”
just don't care? Where does the senseless camage end? Could you
imagine how much worse it could be if | didn’t have a seatbeit
on? If there were five people in the car with me, would they be
guilty of aiding and abetting? Could we all be charged with a
RILC.O. violation? No wonder the Great American West was so
dangerous 150 years ago, there were no picture ID's. And, gasp!
No "social security” numbers! (How did the human race survive
all those thousands of years without "sodal secunity?”) This is
like those math problems in school everyone hated:

If person A leaves Chicago at 1200 without 1D
traveling at 50 mph and person B leaves Detroit
at 1:00 without ID traveling at 55 mph, at what
time are the people in Seatile damaged?

1 think the point is made sufficiently. Atno point are the
people in Heber, Arizona, affected in any way if | go out to buy
raisins (or other dry fruit) without ID in Phoenix. In fact, no one
is affected, not even the "cop” who chooses to violently interfere
with my life. Now, how does all that square with the political
rhetoric commonly called the “ Arizona constitution?”

"Governments derive their just powers from the
consent of the governed, and are established to
protect and maintain individual rights.” —
Arizona constitution article 11 § 2.

1t sdoesn’t square with it and no amount of political spin,
opinion or violence can make “failure to provide D" factually
consistent with this section of Arizona's pretended “supreme
law.” It then follows that the “constitution” does not "authorize”
the actions taken against me. So | ask the “judge” straight out,
“are there any allegations of damage here?” More likely than
not, if any “duty” is claimed to be breached, then it was “creat-
ed” by coercion ie,, violence, and there is no damage. No one is
damaged by going down the street without a “driver’s license™
and | have even had “cops” testify that | have not damaged or
even threatened to damage anyone. And 1 write “pretended”
before “supreme law” because if this clause were complied with
bureaucrats could not give out most traffic tickets.

You may be asking yourself, "how would driving down
the street ever be safe again if no one was required to have a dri-
ver's license?” | address that issue in the last chapter. Suffice it
to say here there are accidents caused every day by “licensed”
drivers and no service or product needs to be provided at the
barrel of a gun.
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Getting back to my “collateral attack” on the so-<alled ™\

“system,” a traffic ticket will show there is no victim. So the tick-
et, on ifs face, is inconsistent with this section of the so-called
“constitution.” A good question in this regard is: “Did | violate
an individual’s rights?” If the answer is no, then the next ques-
tion is, “would this prosecution be factually consistent with the

\

purpose of the establishment of this government?” In Arizona, |

it's article II § 2 cited just above.

These questions also apply if 1 am accused of a so-called
“criminal traffic” violation. I just go in with a proposed plea of
guilty and let the “judge” know I want to pay the fine and avoid
a trial. Ijust have a few questions I want to ask before paying
that fine so 1 know what is actually going on.

In “criminal” cases, I'm supposed to be informed of the
nature and cause of the charges and the proceedings against me.
This will usually not happen though. Bureaucrats want money,
money they have not earned and they are not interested in fair-
ness. They tend to act as though my alleged right to be informed
is a nuisance.

Bureaucrats are not in the fairness business,
They're in the control, power, and money busi-

ness. They crave attention, irresponsibility,
glory and domination.

'"Tuthemanwhnml}'iwsnh&mm,ﬂmﬂdng
he encounters begins to look like a nail" —
Abraham H. Maslow

o

Chapter Fight
What role does the “judge” really play?

1 usually find this is a2 good time to question the
“judge’s” role in all of this. 1 would say: | understand an armed
man dressed in a costume, the “cop,” complained about me.
However, | am 2 litte unsure about what the “judge” is sup-
posed to do. Why is the “cop” whining to this “honorable”
lawyer? “Daddy, Marc won't let me see his baseball-your
Honor, Marc won't let me see his ID." 1 will ask the “judge:”

Who do you represent in all of this?

1 like this question because there's no way out of this par-
ticular one for the “judge.” This is really the only question I need
to ask to prove the entire proceeding is unfair. It's about as loaded
a question as there is and he may get very upset, and that's fine.
The only thing he’s accomplishing is throwing his pretense of
good faith, fairness and credibility right out the window. | write
“there is no way out” because the two points 1 made above about
physical violence and a fair hearing are used here with maxi-
mum effect. This question cuts through all of the political win-
dow dressing exposing the “trial” for the sham it is, a “sham” in
the lay sense, of course.

The “judge” will not answer this question and may use
it as grounds to claim that I'm somehow “refusing to plea.” The
“judge” would then force me to his political dog and pony show
called a “trial” despite my intention to “plead guilty” and pay his

“fine.” That's why T go in with an unsigned plea of “guilty” (for ™~

criminal cases) or a plea of “responsible” (for civil cases). In
either case | can ask, “Sir, is that consistent with the facts; there is
of the true nature and cause of the charges and proceedings
against me and then take my money? This question is loaded
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because the “judge” has to say one of two things or be non-
responsive. Either way, he will have a difficult time maintaining
his pretense of fairmess.

In the summer of 2002 I helped someone with a “hear-
ing” in Phoenix with individuals calling themselves the
“Department of Revenue.” The “hearing officer” represented the
“director” of the "Department” as did the individual who made
the “asséssment.” Where was the independent and impartial
“hearing officer?” There obviously wasn't one. The “hearing”
was a joke and was only provided to create the appearance of
fairness. Could you imagine a mugger using the same language
as a lawyer? He sticks a gun in your face and says, “I've just
assessed you, now give me your wallet.”

This may be the “judge’s” first possible response:

A. He could say he represents no one.  There is almost no
chance a “judge” will say he represents no one. However, if he

does, then I would ask, “so, you are here on your own autl'lm'it}r?"}“.

A yes or no will do.” Now things start to get really tough for the
“judge” The only ways out of this are to throw out this inane
“charge” or to start screaming something about “contempt.”
What are the implications for an “honorable” lawyer if
he claims he is there on his own authority? The premise bureau-
crats, such as a “judge,” put forth, and need to be accepted, is they
“represent” the “people” of the “state” as “authorized by the
constitution.” If he claims he "represents” no one and is there on
his own authority, then this false and erroneous premise is
destroyed by his own admission because. ..

The “judge” is appearing pursuant to the “con- G
‘stitution” while not appearing pursuant to the
“constitution.”

This particular question undermines any pretense of
fairness this violent individual is trying to maintain. The politi-
cal myth he is a “public servant” is exposed for everyone present
as the nonsense it is. This obviously presents a “judge” with a
serious “jurisdictional” problem if he is going to claim he is
appearing by his own authority. 1 may ask, “is it your opinion
you have "jurisdiction” over me? A yes or no answer will do. "

If he answers no the case is over. This is not likely to
happen. A “judge” will usually angrily snap back they do have
“jurisdiction” So then | could ask: “Is that an arbitrary legal
opinion?” He'll likely say “no” so I can now respond with, “so
MWWEMWMMMW
knowledge?” Chances are he will say “yes,” if not, the case is
over. This next question is going to be really tough for the

“Fm glad those facts are currently within your
knowledge, now, could you please tell me what
and how, you, of your own authority,

acquired this jurisdiction over me?”

ol

This lawyer cannot snap back, “the constitution” without
conlradicting hnpmmmupmimheunn&mpmﬁng anyone.
He's stuck. Another important question to ask is: “i FWI"IH*
diction based on my consent?”

The answer I'm looking for is coercion, physical vio-
lence. This "judge” has not asked for my permission and he will
let me know if I ask him questions like this. Because the only
answer consistent with reality is “coercion,” | can ask him a ques-
tion that will make him horribly uncomfortable:

Do you equate violence and coercion nilhﬁlir- )
ness and good faith?



There is no way outl of the box I've helped put the
“judge” in. If he tries to squirm his way out by being non-
responsive, | ask: “Tell me, what would happen if I just walked
out of here, threw this so-called ticket away, and ignored all of
this?* He will probably let me know that some form of physical
viclence would be used against me such as, a socalled “warrant
for my arrest” will be issued. If he doesn’t answer [ will just ask
the above question again or just walk out.

By asking what would happen if I tumed around and
walked away he’ll let everyone present know he is prepared to
use physical vicience on his own so-called “authority.” This is a pret-
ty bad spot for him to be in. | would then point out he has
claimed he is there "on his own authority” and “has acquired
jurisdiction by coercion.” By his own admission his “authority” is
violence, not some alleged “delegated authority” from a “consti-
tution.” An admission like that would be pretty damaging and
is the reason why | will bring witnesses with me and audio
recording equipment.

If he is doing all of this by violence, then the question is,
can he make an error large enough to “shock the conscience” of
any “reviewing” lawyers doing business as an "appellate court?”
This raises another interesting question: how do you “shock the
conscience” of an individual who relies on violence to acquire
property he doesn't own viz,, a bureaucrat? He obviously has no
respect for human life, so how do you “shock” him? The mere
fact that violence is his so-called “jurisdiction” should be enough
to get any case thrown out but, remember, this is not the real
world, this is “Legal Land,” so it usually doesn’t work out that
way. In“Legal Land” violence is OK if you have a cool looking
badge or a costume on, such as a uniform or a flowing black robe.

If he's there on his own behalf, then, to whom does the
“fine” that I pay go? memgmhhmﬁmisaam{uuﬁ
conflict of interest and any pretense of fairness and impartiality
goes right out the window once again. And if that money goes
to the “state,” and the "state™ pays him, there is still a conflict of

interest. This conflict of interest doesn’t magically go away by
labeling it the “best system in the world” or sneering “Well, I'd
like to see you do better Marc.”

This is why there is never any impartiality in any so-
called “tax” case. All bureaucrats are paid by money “stolen”
(lay sense) from pretended “taxpayers.” Therefore, the “judge”
in any “tax” case has a financial interest in each and every case
that comes through. Impartiality and independence is a cruel
joke.

You should also consider the political nonsense the
“state” is everyone in a certain geographic location. This would
obviously include the “honorable” lawyer with the neat robe.

How could one of the very people tragically damaged by my
reckless act of traveling without ID also sit as a “judge?” Where's

the independence?

Ii the “judge” is there on his own behalf, then what does
this say about his relationship to the "cop”™ who came in crying
about someone not having a seatbelt on? Why is the “cop” whin-
ing to hims, what is his motive? | could really pul this “judge” on
the spot by holding up the ticket and asking him, “What is the
this alleged complaint against me?” If he has no relationship |
with him, ther why is he taking controi over my life and my property .
of his oum “authority” for him? There is obviously some kind of
relationship going on here. At the very least, there is some kind
of business relationship . | think that would gualify as a conflict
of interest. This line of questioning could really expose the
“judge” and show, “beyond a reasonable doubt,” there is only a
thin pretense of fairness going on here.

I know some people, espedially lawryers, would complain
and allege their “adversary system” is the “best system in the
world.” My response to that is, “Yeah, right, great logic.” What
a strong argument in fivor of violence and sham Ttrials™ that
lawyers, by the way, have a “vested” interest in supporting and



perpetuating by assisting the pretended “state” in your prosecu-
tion, by acting as your “judge,” or by “helping” to “protect” you
from the other two lazeyers in the courtroom. Get it? Your life,
honesty and fairness are just not as important as a their next
house, car or boat. | understand that “federal” minimum securi-
ty prisons are much better than “state” maximum security prisons,
but that doesn’t mean I want to go to federal prison. A prison is
still a prison for goodness sake. “What about Hawaii this year
honey?” *Are you kidding me? Have you seen this brochure for
the federal prison?”

Let's say there is an “election” going on here in Arizona
and one guy is running for “attorney general.” His “platform” is
that he’s the “most qualified.” Now that's pretty misleading isn’t
it? Inaclass of idiots, a few are bound to be at the heud of the class
right? Buteven the best and the brightest among a class of idiots
are still considered idiots, aren't they?

Now let's take a close look at the “judge’s” second pos-
sible response:

B. He could say he represents the “state” or the “peaple” of the
“state.” This, the more likely answer he might give, if any af all,
presents the “judge” with a different, though, just as deep hole to
dig himself out of. Like my last question, there is no way for this
lawyer to answer without destroying whatever pretense of fair-
ness, good faith and impartiality he may have had up until this
point.

The “judge” is supposed to be an independent, fair and
impartial decision-maker. Not in my opinion, but according to
the BS public relations bureaucrats put out. There is a serious
contradiction here; if he represents the “state,” or the alleged
“people” of the “state,” then he also represents the alleged com-
plaining party and the “cop,” who also just happens to claim to
represent the “state!” Under his own rules a fair trial is still
impaossible.

Bureaucrats are so compulsive about making
rules they fail to see those very same rules

completely hamstring their jobs if applied.

Here the “judge” also represents the “cop” who filed the

“complaint” (traffic icket, summons, etc.) in the first place. This

fact is repeatedly demonstrated throughout this book in the way
the “judge” continually comes to the aid and defense of the “cop”
each and every time 1 try to get down to the brass tacks truth. |
mmmmw&&dﬂEmmwm
Thiﬂsetslhe"iudgu up to contradict himself when he
assumes the * cop’s” burden of proof.
After admitting he “represents” the “slate,” I would ask,

*ﬁgmmﬁm@mm@mthﬂqummﬂ_
party?” If he says “ne,” 1 ask him to clarify his position:

Please explain how you can represent the
“state” and mot represent the “state” at the very

This is classic “ Legal Land” nonsense. In “Legal Land,”
a so-called “judge” can represent the “state™ and not represent
the “state” at the very same time. In the real world such a person
is called a charlatan, crook, swindler, con man, rogue etc. Bul, in
“Legal Land” he is hailed as a scholar, given a small army at his
disposal, and relieved of any and all personal responsibility or
tiability. Just check your local “judge’s” “ethics” rules. In all
probability, there is absolutely no criminal or civil Hability
attached to their “errors.”

In “Legal Land” “judges” do not commit crimes;
no these “honorable” lawyers commit errors -
justa “harmless error” even if you spend time in
prison getting gang-raped.



“Judges” only have their fellow “judges” looking over
their shoulders who, themselves, determine what discipline is to
be exercised against any one “judge” that someone may have
compiained about, if any. They call this “sovereign” or “judicial
immunity.” It sure feels good to be the “king” doesn’t it?

the alleged complaining party as well, could you please explain .

where, when, why and Jiow I'm supposed to get a fair trial under i

‘these circumstances? I may also ask wiien the impartial deci-
MMmmﬂw&uﬂn&r&!ﬁﬂh
“state’s”) lawyer is conducting the so-called “arraignment” |
would also ask why the plaintiff (the “state”) requires two
HW I then remind the “judge” I'm not a lawyer and don't
wantntna],l]usiwamtupajrﬂ'mﬁrw But, before doing so, | just
want to know what is going on before I pay. Unless of course
mfﬂrn'mn-gmetnfﬂtrmtumﬂmifausenfﬂtchm#smdpm—
ceedings is a nuisance.

Hi&sﬂlrﬂmlmkhmu'whyMIdltm? plea

when there is no evidence of a complaining party and you will -~

not answer a few simple questions and inform me of the nature
and basis of the charges and proceedings against me?” The
“judge” will not be able to maintain any consistency with such
questions. If he refuses to answer who he represents, [ ask who
pays him. The “judge” wants, no needs to make it look as if the
“constitution,” an unsigned “written instrument” allows him to
hold me there against my will. As if a piece of paper can authorize
anything. Pmrmdmkdmmmdumyﬂﬁng people
do. The paper and ink is only to record their will and intentions,
Nﬂtmﬂ:simdmgﬂanuchapmihonmmmmmm}mmnv
ion he represents the “state,” and, here, the “state” is also the
aﬂegedmmphmh-ngparqrf T‘lnslaw:ﬂ:rmprmmmhuthﬂm

“state” and the pretended plaintiff, ﬁwa]legﬂdcumpiaining
party, the same so-called “state.” Get it?

In the real world, this is not called justice. This
is called crazy or just plain nuts.
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Not only is this “nuts,” but this presents a serious con-
flict of interest under their own so-called “ethical” “rules” (if you
can even imagine, for a moment, that a so-called "judge” actual-
Iy has any ethical rules under these bizarre circumstances, enu-
merated both above, and below):

A. There is no independence. “Judicial independence” is a
very popular myth; there has never been an independent judici-
ary in US. courts. If the “judge” represents the plaintiff, then this
is inconsistent with his ethics code mandating independence: * An
independent and honorable judiciary is indispensable to justice
in our society.” Arizona Rules of the Supreme Court, Rule 81,
Canon 1.

B. There is impropriety. This is obvious: “A judge shall
respect and comply with the law and shall act at all times in a
manner that promotes public confidence in the integnity and
impartiality of the judiciary.” Canon 2. This is ridiculous for
several reasons. The “judge’s” own rules permit him to “sus-
pend” whatever rules he wants, such as appellate rule 3 in
Arizona. Another is the violence. How is confidence promoted
by violence? Yes, I'mconfident this “honorable” lawyer will have
me killed if | don't play along with his fantasies. Last, where is
the impartiality when the “judge” is a complaining party?

C. There is no impartiality. Again, this is obvious: A
judge shall perform the duties of judicial office impartially and
diligently.” Canon 3. This is impossible when he represents both

D. There is no disqualification. This is a big one and [ will
quote much of their “canon”™ here:

" A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in
a proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality
might reasonably be questioned, including but
niot limited to instances where:



The judge has a personal bias or prejudice
concerning a party or a party’s lawyer, or
personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary
facts concerning the proceeding;

The judge served as a lawyer in the matter
in controversy, or a lawyer with whom the
judgepracﬂeed law within the proceeding
seven (7) years served during such
association as a lawyer concerning the matter,
or the judge has been a material witness
concerning it..." Canon 3(E) (emphasis mine).

Now, I'm no lawyer, but a “judge” representing the
plaintiff (the “state”), is a conflict of interest. at least in the lay
sense. The "judge’s” representation of the pretended plaintiff is
acting as a lawyer and is precluded by their own rules. Not to
worry though, this is “Legal Land” so the rules, even those that
specifically apply to the “judges,” don't really apply. They are only
P.R, public relations to dupe you, for pretense.

Yes, the rules apply and they don’t apply at the
same time.

The “judge’s” representation of the “plaintiff” destroys
any perception or illusion of fairmess and, fortunately their vic-
tims don’t have to go to “law school” in order to see that This
also “violates™ at least four (4) of their own ethics rules and that
doesn’t include their “statutes” and “constitutions.” And here, |
was only being accused of not providing ID? Remember the old
lollipop commercial? How many crimes does an “honorable”
lawyer have to commit (o “convict” someone of not carrying ID?

This brings us back to what was written earlier with
regards to "the Rule of Necessity.” The commentary for this rule
includes:
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By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rule of disqualification.

Whenever bureaucrats feel it's “necessary” to disregard
their own ethics rules they will do so even if this means failing to
disqualify themselves over any cause over which their impartial-
ity might reasonably be questioned. Would that be legal anar-
chy? And, as we have seen, this happens all the time. Yes, in
their “legal” minds it is absolutely necessary to deny me any pre-
tense of fairmess so they can steal (lay sense) my money and valu-
able time. Here we can see their very own "commentary” on
their very own “ethics” rules makes it perfectly clear:

You are going to stand trial whether that trial is
fair or not and, whether you like it, or not.

As we can see, this has nothing to do with “fairmess,”
and everything to do with taking control of my life, liberty and
property using whatever violence and subterfuge a lawyer
thinks is “necessary.” It's all about control. It's all about obedi-
ence.

No rational lay individual could read the "judge’s” own
commentary on “necessity” and still claim there is a "govern-
ment of laws, not men.” Unless of course laughter is their objec-
tive. Lawyers can and will claim there is a "government of laws,
not men,” because lawyers will have you believe anything
That's their job; even if the Imoyer himself does not persontally believe
the nonsenze he is trying to put over on you. | have spoken to many
lawyers and know this to be true. One in particular works for the
socalled “attorney general” in California. This lawyer told me
he would defend a “revenue agent’s” actions that were contrary
to his professional legal advice. Let me clarify: this lawyer could
advise his client nof to do something because the act was iflegal.
Ii the agent disregarded the “official legal advice™ of his lawyer
and was then sued by the person consequently damaged, then



this lawyer would defend the very actions he adoised agamst.

If they want to render an honest legal opinion for a
change, what the “honorable” lawyers parading around as
“courts of justice™ should say is this:

You are entitled to a fair hearing but only if we
feel like granting one. By the way, we never do;
we can't.

As we can now see, these rules, if applied, make it impos-
sible for an honest “judge”™ to conduct a traffic case or any crimi-
nal case for that matter. This is yet another example of where
bureaucrats, in their zeal to ram rules down everyone else’s
throats, hamstring themselves right out of a job.

Burcaucrats cannot follow their own rules and
still function,

After all, here, the “judge” represents the plaintiff for
goodness sake, so the trial cannot possibly be fair. In fact, it isn't
proper to call it a trial at all; it's a joke, a sham or a charade, but
not a trial. A trial is essentially a fest and nothing is tested except
for the patience of all involved. Calling it u “frinl” is a lie. There
is another “legal” term for this; it's called a kangaroo court.

If the “judge” insists on proceeding further, as he usual-
Iy will, 1 could ask, “Does the complaining party have standing
to complain” and, if he says, “yes,” then I could ask, "How and
why?® The “judge” could refuse to answer. 1 would then ask:
“0O.K,, is there a cause of action here to plea t0?” He'll probably
confidently say there is. | would then respond, 0K, I'm not
_agreeing or disagreeing but, could you tell me the elements of a
cause of action?” What makes the “judge” so sure? If he is sure,
then he must know what those elements are. He's so confident
not because there's evidence of a cause of action, but because
there's a battery of armed men waiting in the wings to carry me

|

off to jail on a moment’s notice, men that do not exercise any dis-
cretion of their own.

However, no amount of violence changes what a "cause
of action” is, or is supposed lo be. Putting me in jail does not
reverse “supreme court” opinions as far as I know. A “cause of
action” is a breach of a known “legal” duty that results in loss,
harm or injury. There are many cases showing this. The follow-
ing is only one from the “United States Supreme Court”

“Like the prudential component, the constitu-
tional component of standing doctrine incorpo-
rates concepis concededly not susceptible of pre-
cise definition. The injury alleged MUST be, for
example,” “distinct and palpable” Gladstone,
Realtors v, Village of Beliwood. 441 U.5. 91, 100
(1979) (quoting Warth v. Seldin, supra, at 501),
and mot “abstract” or “conjectural” or “hypo-
thetical,” Los Angeles v. Lyons, 461 US. 95, 101-
102 (1983); O'Shea v. Liltleton, 414 U.S. 488, 494
{1974). The injury MUSTbe “fairly” traceable to
the challenged action, and relief from the injury
must be “likely” to follow from a faverable
decision. See Simon v. Eastern Kentucky
Welfare Rights Org,, 426 US,, at 38,41." Allen v.
Wright, 468 U.S. 737 (1984) (emphasis mine).

ﬂm from Anrona

“[it] is equally true that before one is entitied to
a remedy against an alleged wrongdoer, there
must be some DUTY owing from the wrongdoer
fowards the INJURED person.” State
Compensation Fund v, Superior Court, 15
Ariz App. 597, 598, 490 P.2d 426 (1972) (empha-
sis mine),



Imay ask the judge: “Is this cause of action factually con-
sistent with the Supreme Courl’s opinion as to what a cause of
action is? If he says ves, | then ask him if he can tell me what
facts are before him to support such an opinion and who pre-
sented them.

There is no damage done because | travel without a
“license,” 1D or other picture card in my pocket. A “license” may
even have been issued to me, but just because [ leave it at home
does not mean there is damage or a prejudice to the rights of
another man, woman or child. 1 guess we all walk a fine (legal)
line between being an innocent person and a vicious, heinous
criminal who deserves to rot in a cage for six months.

The quotes from the above cited court cases are pretty
clear. Mot only must there be damage, but that damage “must be
“fairly” traceable to the challenged action, and relief from the
injury must be “likely” to follow from a favorable decision.™ Here
wie can see yet again the "laws” imposed on us at the barrel of a
gun just don’t apply to bureaucrats because, in this particular
case, “by decisional law, the rule of necessity may override the
rule of standing.” Obviously, this is not fair. There is no injury
to people in Parker Arizona if 1 don't have ID on me while in
Tucson so maybe the lawyers who wrote the above opinion actu-
ally meant to write:

[it] is equally true that before one is entitled to a
remedy against an alleged wrongdoer, there
must be some DUTY owing from the wrongdo-
er towards the INJURED person, EXCEPT for
individuals pretending to be the state, where
no such standards exists; the state has standing
against anyone that falls within its sights,

The issue of standing is supposed to be very important,
just ask a lawyer. The complaining party is suppesed to have
standing to complain. Without standing anyone can sue anyone

else for anything. It's common sense there must be something to
complain about with that complaint coming from someone who
actually has the right to complain.

Although bureaucrats ignore standing whenever they
are the so-called “plaintiff.” it is their first line of defense whenev-
er a complaint is made against them. Isn't thatironic? File a com-
plaint against a bureaucrat and their first well-rehearsed reaction
is to file a copy and pasted motion to dismiss "for failure to state
a claim” or for a “lack of jurisdiction.” In California it's called a
“demurrer.” 1 know they are copies because they do not always
change all the names.

Thus, another question designed to undermine the faise
perception of fairness they try so hard to put over is:

What is the nature of the relationship, if any,

This question really gets to the heart of the matter and is
similar to the questions on “jurisdiction.” Either the “judge”
answers it or he doesn’t. 1 don’t care either way because both
work against him. In fact, any answer at all destroys any pre-
tended case this bureaucrat is trying to put over. If he doesn’t
answer he's demonstrating bad faith because he's refusing to
inform me of the nature of the proceeding so | can defend myself.
That's unfair even in the “legal” sense. If he does answer, it will
be revealed that this “relationship” is based on his coercion and
threats of violence. T'can then ask if he equates coercion with

faith. 1f he refuses to answer, 1 tell him I'll be asking the
rwhmmwh.wmuuum&uum
tionship between me and the pretended “judge” After all, his
crying about me not having an ID card in my pocket started this
mess; he filed the socalled “complaint” and is supposed to have
the burden of proving “jurisdiction.” 1also tell him by refusing
to inform me of the nature of the proceedings [ cannot possibly



It stands to reason if there is no relationship I should be
able to walk away from “his” courtroom and not have to worry
about any further aggression and violence. Because of this, I may
~ask. “am | free to walk away without any further aggression?” If
not, | ask why, Sooner or later the true nature of the “relation-
ship” will be revealed by his words or actions and it will not be
consistent with any rational sense of faimess. A common thief
points a gun at you and says, “your money or your life,” and a
“judge” essentially says the same thing except for the fluffy polit-
ical lingo, “you appear in my courtroom or I'll issue a bench war-
rant for your immediate arrest.”

All of this is geared towards exposing the true nature of
what is happening, no political opinions, no deletion, distortion
or adding to reality, just the facts. Most dealings with bureau-
mhamhmedumﬂulawemtlﬁuﬁua]]yduﬂuirthmm
cover it up, io apoint. Some will admit to it, although they may
also claim it is a “"last resort” Great excuse, most criminals
would also say the same thing. It's probably true that criminals
would probably not use violence, or nearly as much violence, if
their victims (“citizens,” “residents”) simply rolled over and
complied with their demands, Can you imagine how that would
look as a so-called "law?”

ARS, §13-1105. First degree murder; dassification
A. A person commits first degree murder if:

1 Intending or knowing that the person’s con-

duct will cause death, the person causes the

death of another with premeditation, unless if is

done as a “last resort” by a bureawcrat.

To iﬂl.'l.ﬂﬁ;nltﬂ violence is the modus openmdi ("M.O.7) of

bureaucrats, just imagine what compliance would be like if they
could not use violence. O, rather, let’s look at how “easy” their

“jobs” would still be if they weren't helped out by their victims.
Maybe it's just me, but isn't it the height of arrogance to not ask
permission while asking for help?

Who would pull their cars over to the side of the road if
the “cops” weren't bent on using violence ("by any means neces-
sary”) to get vour car to stop? Would anyone even appear in
court if there were no violent mechanism to force you to be there?
“Sir, please come to court with me please. If you don’t show up
we cannot fine you and the judge will not get paid.”

How could the shameless assault and robbery going
under the political spin “eminent domain® be accomplished
except by violence? To demonstrate bureaucrats operate by vio-
lence and have no respect for human life, I'll cite one of their oun

o

“Hence, although the goal of extinguishing abo-
riginal title could have been achieved by con-
gressional fiat, see Tee-Hit-Ton Indians v. United
States, 348 US 272, 279 1955)." Idaho o. United
States et al. on writ of certiorari to the United
States court of appeals for the ninth circuit [June
18, 2001].

~Extinguishing,..title?” Who falks like that? What does
that mean? It means, “you're not the owner anymore, we are.”
Does it look like the lawyers of the “Supreme Court™ have
respect for human life or the property they lie about “protect-
ing?” This opinion is political gibberish for robbery, the taking
of property by force and without the owner’s consent.

No, your Honor, this guy’s nuts, 1 didn't car-
jack him, I just “extinguished” his title to the
car, that's all, | swear.



These lawyers also write title to property could have
been “achieved by congressional fiat.™ This is more political win-
dow dressing I will break down.

First, congress is a group of men and women. Second,
“fiat” is defined as “an order or decree” Oxford American
Dictionary, Page 320. What these lawyers are saying is that title
to property (ownership) can be acquired by the mere say-s0 of a
group of 535 men and women. Some men and women (congress)
just have to say it's theirs and POOF! it's magicully theirs, A little
political voodoo and sleight of hand and it's done. “What won-
derful magic” indeed. If you think I'm being harsh or too critical
here, then consider the fact the lawyers D/B/A the “Supreme
Court” refer to their very own “law” as “wonderful magic”

“We must comment upon the final paragraphs
of Part Il of the concurrences opinion which
bring on stage, in classic fashion, a dews ex machi-
na to extract, from the seemingly insoluble diffi-
culties that the prior writing has created, a
happy ending. The concurrence manages to
have its cake and eat it too to hand over state
law-enforcement officers to the jurisdiction of
tribal courts and vet still assure that the officers
traditional immunity (and hence the States law-
enforcement interest) will be protected by sim-
-plymg&mtpmdampum?um‘
ment officials, immunity defenses should be
considered in reviewing tribal court jurisdiction.
Post, at 16 (opinion of O'Connor, ).). What won-
derful magic." Nevada et al. v. Hicks et al. certio-
rari to the united states court of appeals for the
ninth circuit No. 991994 Argued March 21,
2001, Decided June 25, 2001 (bold italics mine).

Wow._.and, to think, when | want property that doesn’t
belong me, Tactually pay for it or rent it from the owner; in other
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words, | only do so with the owner’s freely given consent. Pretty
radical and extreme concept. It's called trade. And by the way,
the “functions of a public office” are defined as a “trade or busi-
ness” under the “Internal Revenue Code” at section 7701(26).
How's that for a bold-faced lie? What is being “traded” when the
“IRS" attacks you? Your money for their sparing your life, that's
what.

Who would have ever thought that | could just “decree”
a particular piece of property is mine and thereby avoid having
to pay for it? | had no idea | possessed such an awesome power
to do that, and, to think of it, apparently we all do. Well, that's
the political theory bureaucrats desperately want us to believe
anyway. Bureaucrats would have us believe the lie that “con-
gress” (a group of men and women) exercises a so-called “dele-
gated authority.” Well, if “congress” has the “authority” to just
“decree” property is theirs, then they must gave gotten this awe-
some power from somewhere or someone else. The theory or
opinion is that this pretended "authority” comes from “We the
People...” This is a myth as silly as the so-called "divine right of
kings.” It's one thing to claim God gave you the right to domi-
nate other men, women and children, but, to claim the person
you are dominating gave you the right? Who would freely volun-
teer to be dominated by another?

Q.K., | know if | “decree” my neighbor’s car to be mine
and then | take it, without their consent, then I'm a car thief and
a nitwit to boot, right? And that's true even if | believe it's "nec-
essary” for me to have that car, correct? That would mean I lack
this awesome super-human power doesn't it? I'm pretty sure my
neighbor has no “authority” to do that either. After all, what
would be the point of robbery “statutes” if this were not truc?
Now, if | lack the authority, then [ cannot delegate what [ don't
have to anyone, even a so-called “congressman.”

Using the simple rules of mathematics, we can therefore
eliminate any so-called "collective” right to commit robbery, after
all, if my neighbor and | lack that power or “authority,” then we
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gain nothing by pgetting together and forming a gang called a
"congress” do we? The simple mathematical principal the whole

is eqqual to the sum of its part applies here. If my neighbor and |
have one rock each, together we only have two, not 1000, as
politicians would have us believe.

Now, just imagine someone going into court and using
the same “legal” reasoning (defense) burcaucrats use to justify
their taking of property by force, such as in the case of a car-jack-
ing:

“I'm not guilty your Honor®
“And why is that?”

“Because, the rule of necessity overrode that
jerk’s property rights; it was necessary for me to
have his car and his titlc was extinguished "

“You're right, would you like me to sanction the

previous owner for harassing you with this
patently frivolous complaint?”

This isn’t really a joke though. It's the so-called “adver-
sary system” being portrayed as a svstem of justice that's a joke.
The joke i also on those who take it seriously. After all, if the so-
called “authority” that is allegedly delegated to the men and
women called the “government” is from the people, then the
people themselves must possess this awesome power, right? But
do they? Do they really have a “collective right™ to commit
armed robbery? Do vou think you have a collective right to steal? 1f
you lack the right, then anybody pretending to “represent” you
lacks the right. .

If the people do have a collective right to steal, then noth-
ing would be a crime and the need for a so-called “ government”
would be gone. After all, if anything can be done out of some
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mere opinion that it's “necessary,” then there are no “rights” to
be protected. In that case, the Nazi's hung at Nuremberg may
have used the wrong legal defense. Instead of arguing “we were
just following orders,” they could have taken a clue from burcau-
crats here and argued, “by decisional law (Hitler's opinion), the
rule of pecessity overrode the right of any Jew (or other “enemy”)
to life, liberty and property.” Do you see how crazy this sounds?

In fact, another gross contradiction is the "legal” opinion
politicians hold that their “legal” right to commit armed robbery
is “superior” to the very rights they claim to be “protecting”

“The power of eminent domain ... is superior to
property rights (Kohl v. United States, 91 US,
367, 371)..." State of Ga. v. City of Chattanooge,
264 US. 472, 480 (1924).

In the bureaucratic fantasy world 1 call “Legal Land,”
non-bureaucrats (the productive) do not gwn anything. After all,

what is an owner?

“owner. One who has complete dominion over

particular property. 42 Am Jist Prop § 37."
Ballentine"s Law Dictionary, page 906.

Stripped of lawyerese and political gibberish, the
lawyers D/B/A as a “Supreme Court” are saying the power to
steal property “is superior” to the right to own property or

“The power of armed robbery ... is superior to
property rights (Kohl v. United States, 91 US
367, 371)...° State of Ga. v. City of Chattanooga,
264 U.S. 472, 480 (1924) (my edits in bold italics).

Do you have “complete dominion” over everything you
think you own? Well, think again. In “Legal Land™ you don’t, you



own nothing, not even the shirt on your back. And even your shirt
hus to be worn in the manner some bureaucral prescribes, As it tums
out, in the minds of lawyers and bureaur:mis“Weﬂwpeople'
don't really own anything because “the power of eminent
domain...is superior to property rights” Yes, that's right, the
power to steal is “superior” to individual property rights (which
as we'll see later, don’t even exist in the minds of bureaucrats).
And from where was this awesome “delegated” power
acquired? That's right, it's mere fiaf (order or decree), because
some “honorable” lawyers said so, that's why. Silly me, |
thought bureaucrats were supposed to protect property. Maybe
“protect” is a “word of art” and in the legal sense means to steal.

“The people have always some champion whom
they set over them and nurse into greatness,
This and no other is the root from which a tyrant
springs; when he first appears he is a protector.”
-Plato.

Let’s use an analogy here to further illustrate what these
politicians are saying. You bring some of your valuable proper-
ty to a private storage facility. After paying the agreed upon
price for temporary storage, vou come back a few months later
and all your stuff is gone. You ask the owner about it and he tells
you he took and sold it all, and, by the way, the price increased
retroactively so now you must also pay more money before you
are permitted to leave. You must also pay for the mex? six months
because your account is now considered in “jeopardy.” [f not,
then he'll “seize [your] bank accounts.”

You ask him why he sold your valuables and he tells
v, myngﬂtotakeﬂmauperlnrtnywpnnmtynghm” He
might even say:

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity overrode
Yyour property rights.”
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As opposed to bureaucrats, at least you would not be
compelled to keep putting valuables in that guy’s place. However,
could you imagine how insane such a situation would be? In
fact, the situation with bureaucrats is far worse because, as | just
wrote, they don't believe individual “citizens” own anything.
They only acknowledge the statist nonsense and fantasy that
bureaucrats own everything: .

“The ultimate ownership of all property is in the

State; individual so-called “ownership” is only

by virtue of Government, i.e., law, amounting to

mere user; and that use must be in accordance

with law and subordinate to the necessities of

the State.” Semate Resolution #62, from April

\ 1933

Keep in mind this is not my opinion nor was it written by Karl
hﬂr:wmgnﬂwrp:mmmmit'sﬂmm-m&d‘Wafﬂu
lamd.” Reread that last part; thatmeans a bureaucrat believes he
hﬁﬂ:eﬂgiﬂmdmm&nmyymbmnhynmtceﬂl And there
is that word necessity again. “Necessity has no law...” Ballentine’s
Law Dictionary, page 837. Wow, how does that square with the
part about the “law” above? In part this means the “law” applies
to everyone, except bureaucrats.

All of this raises a very interesting question. Remember
the question that plagued us in early childhood, “which came
first, the chicken or the egg?”

Which came first, individual property rights, or
the so-called "government?”

Can you imagine what these “senators” were like as chil-
dren? If another kid asked a future “senator” to play in his sand-
box, did the "senator” stand up declaring, “OK, T'll play in your
sandbox. But, this is now my sandbox and you can only use itin



the manner | allow you. If not, you will all be held in corntempi!”

This opinion by the “senate” is the mother of what
lawyers call a “non sequitur,” which means: “[t does not follow.”
Ballentinie's Law Dictionary, page 862. This opinion does not mean
I am not the owner of my property. This only means there are
men and women among us who have no respect for human life
refusing to recognizel do own property. At leasta mugger realizes
your money isn't his. He says, "your money or your life.”
Brimming with the supreme self-confidence that only comes
from believing you are an exalted “sovereign,” bureaucrats say,
“our money or your life.” Now I ask you, which is worse?

There was once a time when many refused to believe the
earth was round, but that belief didn’t make the earth any less
round. If someone wants to deny parts of reality that's his busi-
ness. Thinking I'm the Easter Bunny doesn’t make me the Easter
Bunny and my delusion doesn’t interfere with your life. Just
because somebody pays me to dress up and play Santa Claus
doesn’t mean | am Santa Claus. The same is true if a man is paid
to pretend to be a “judge.” The problem is some individuals
insist on backing their delusions with violence. When that hap-
pens, we are forced to accept, or to act upon, both negative hal-
lucinations, and in a sense halluci-Nations, as well as positive
ones, imposed upon us by bureaucrats. One such negative hal-
lucination is that individual property rights do not exist while a
positive one is that corporations somehow do exist.

Again, the Arizona constitution boasts:

"Governments derive their just powers from the
consent of the governed, and are established to

protect and maintain individual rights.” —
Arizona constitution article 11 § 2

The word “derive” means the people and their rights

exist prior to the creabon of a so-called “state,” if such a thing
even exists. As we have seen it does not. This is a serious prob-
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lem for bureaucrats. The “senate” and “supreme court” hold the
opinion the people have no property rights without the wonder-
ful, benevolent, superhuman men and women prancing around
calling themselves a “government.” What rights did people have
to protect in the first place when they allegedly created the
“state?” [f the people have no property rights, as the “senate”
asserts, then why woeuld they need to have a “state™ in the first
place? There is nothing to protect! Conversely, if they did have
Mﬁghmummmammﬁmhmmtsm
to accept this particular part of reality. In either case, there is
nothing to protect! As we can now see:

Bureaucrats argue themselves right out of a
job.

As | have said before, “don’t bring a knife to a gunfight.”
Know who you are dealing with. Bureaucrats, through their own
actions and legal opinions demonsirate they not only have no
respect for human life, but are also extremely hostile towards the
reality people have rights at all. Knowing this | can frame ques-
tions so they will expose themselves for what they are.

Back to the relationship between the “judge” and myself.
If the “judge” gets upset, threatens me and calls security; then
he's just proving, by his own actions, the “relationship” is based
on violence, and actions always speak louder than words. If this
happens, then | always like to ask "Mmmn&wiﬂl
physical violence for deing nothing more than asking you a few

“simple questions?”

I sometimes wonder if these “judges” are this violent out-
side of “their” courtrooms when there are no armed men ready to
carry out their “orders?” What happens if they are eating dinner
in a restaurant and the waitress forgets to bring them a cup of
coffee? Do they start screaming they’ll have the waitress held in
conternpl if she doesn’t get that cup of coffee fasf enough? When
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she brings the bill does he mfuse to pay her by dlaiming the
charge is “legally defective’ or a “nullity” because she’s not
“licensed” to serve “honorabie” lawyers? Also, as “cops” wear
their costumes all the time, pidure a “judge” weanng his robe
while walking down the street on his lunch break. Could a hot
dog vendor hand a hot dog émctly to the “judge,” or would he
have to hand it to his “bailifif who would then hand it to the
“judge?” Boea

‘At this point, | would ask the “judge” again, “do you
equate physical violence with gowl fith, yes or m" This is really the
heart of the matter. There isno way out of questions like these
except to be non-responsive and that is why so many typewrit-
ten court “orders” offer absolutely no explanation for a “judge’s”
so<called “decision.” Instesd, their “order” will only read,
“MOTION TO DISMISS: DENIED.” When a “judge” has no
grounds for his decision he won't give any. Why else would they
fall silent? 1 hads'iudgg‘gh‘eaihm minute discourse
explaining why he refused o permit a court reporter into the
court. However, he then vehemently refused to provide any
grounds to support his decison allowing a lawyer to appear
unchallenged.

This is true even when you notify the "judge” i advance
that you will need an explanation if your request is denied so the
"higher” court “judges” can have something to review instead of
mere silence:

“While district court’sdecision to seal court doc-
uments is reviewed only for abuse of discretion,
it is imperative that district court articulate its
reasons for electing tosal or not to seal a record;
without full explanation, Court of Appeals is
unable to review the district court’s exercise of
its discretion.” E.EQC. v National Children’s
Center. 98 F3d 1406 1407 (D.C. Gir. 1996)
{emphasis mine).

The “law” means nothing to “judges” and has never
stopped them from refusing to give a basis for their decisions.
One example is found in the Arizona constitution: “Justice in all
cases shall be administered openly...” Article I § 11. So whena
=judge” sneers at me he “doesn’t have to provide his grounds,” |
know he cares not a whit for the very “law” he took a feigned
oath to uphold and comply with. I've also had clerks and “judi-
cial assistants” tell me “judges” do not have to provide any
grounds for their decisions. It's great to be the king, Could you
imagine a mechanic doing that? Visualize getting a three thou-
sand-dollar bill after bringing your car in for an cil change. You
ask the mechanic what he is charging you for and he refuses to
tell you; pay the bill or you don't get your car back. You tell his
co-worker and he snaps, “He's the mechanic, he doesn’t have to
give you a reason.” 1 would suggest that if it's dishonest for a
mechanic to do that, then it’s just as dishonest for a lawyer to do
the same. Also, consider a doctor charging you for an addition-
al operation and refusing to tell you what he did to you.

Some may argue you could compiain to the “Better
Business Bureau”™ about such a mechanic. 1 agree, but who do
you complain to if a “judge” does the same thing? To other
“judges.” You stay in the same vicious circle with lawyers who
just don’t care.

Truth dees not involve nonsensical legalese double talk
and no amount of “Supreme Court” rhetonic, dictum, fiat, or
other forms of “legal” mumbo jumbo would be responsive when
I ask if he equates violence with good faith. A simple yes or no
is all that is required to be responsive.

Another problem for the “judge” is that being non-
responsive also destroys his pretense of fairness and credibiity.
In America you are supposed to have the “right” to be informed of
the nature and cause of the charges and proceedings against you,
at least, allegedly, and he is refusing to be responsive and answer
a few simple questions. That’s easy enough, isn't it? If I am not



informed, then how can | possibly defend myself? What if, on
the other hand, | hire one of his fellow lawyers? A full bar mem-
ber, just like him, will he then finally answer my questions? 1f he
will only answer in that event then | would have a case for bias
and prejudice against me, a mere non-lawyer, and in favor of my
representative, Mr. Lawyer.

The problem is, at least in my experience, no lawyer will
ask questions like this because they would then be stripped of
their pretended “license” to “practice law.” Or maybe they are
just afraid they will be "disbarred.” This is because they would
be exposing the fact their entire “system” is a sham. This may
help to explain why your “friendly” lawyer is required to “take
and subscribe an oath to support” the constitutions and “laws of
the state”™ before getting their “license” to “practice law” in the
first place. To join in on the racket, you must pledge your sup-
port to that racket. This is why lawyers have told me | would be
*disharred” if 1 were a lawyer. If enough lawyers (and non-
lawyers) were to start challenging and questioning the philo-
sophical and political underpinnings of the entire “adversary
system” with a few questions like the one’s described in this
book, then the whole thing might finally come crashing down.

Trying to get to the bottom of anything in a courtroom,
especially the truth, is like working on an "X-File” because so
much appears hidden and nothing is ever as it appears to be.

1 am not required “by law” to have a lawyer “represent”
me in order to be fully informed as to the true nature and cause
of the charge and the proceedings against me. If I have a “right”
to defend myself this includes being informed as to what is real-
Iy going on. However, and here’s the beauty of this, the “judge”
cannot inform me as to the nature of the proceedings against me
without contradicting his pretense of fairmess.

Typically, the “judge” will get ticked off with me by this
point and will enter a jﬂaa for me. If he does, great; 1 can real-
ly put him on the spot. by asking, “despite my own proposed
p{ﬁaﬂgﬂltg,ym_pm.m-edap}mfwme,mwumwmpw-
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‘senting me?” This question is not intended to be sarcastic or

“disrespectful” to the "judge” in any way. If's merely a logical
and reasonable question to ask because he entered a plea for me,
even though 1 have a proposed plea of guilty sitting right on his
bench. To really see the lunacy in this, picture a salesman acting
the same way. |am interested in purchasing the product if it can
do what he claims it can do. [ just want it demonstrated first.
Instead of demanstrating the product and getting my money, he
starts screaming at me for not being interested in his product and
“playing games.” Such an imbecile isn’t going to win any sales
awards,

Once again, this demonsirates that all traffic proceedings
and courts in general have nothing to do with consent or any-
thing the “defendant” says or does. Appearance at any “trial”
enables bureaucrats to maintain their pretense of fairness but it's
still just an illusion:

See, he had his day in court. No, he could not
defend himself competently, we were uncooper-
ative, non-responsive and argumentative, but,
he was there physically in the courtroom, and we
treat everyone else the same way so he received

due process and equal protection under the law.

Oddly enough, as we have seen, even though the
"Supreme Court” is extremely hostile to individual property
rights and human life in general, they nonetheless hold the opin-
ion a hearing must be held “at a meaningful time and in a meaan-
mgful manner. Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 US. 545, 552 (1965)."
Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254, 268 (1970) (emphasis mine). By
quoting this, or other opinions, | am not implying the “Supreme
Court” actually believes what they write or they expect other
“courts” to be consistent with their opinions. I'm only demon-

How “meaningful”™ a hearing is it when my questions
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have been ignored? How “meaningful” a hearing is it when it's
based on violence as demonstrated by the fact the “judge” clear-
Iy refuses to respect that | am a human being in full possession of
individual property rights? How “meaningful” a hearing is it
when, in the opinion of lawyers, 1 am incapable of defending
myself?

Another blatant inconsistency from the lawyers doing
business as the “Supreme Court” is where they write about the
exercise of jurisdiction, in particular, that it should not:

“offend “traditional notions of fair play and sub-
stantial justice.’” [International Shoe Co. v.
Washington, supra, at 316, quoting Milliken v.
Mevyer, 311 US. 457, 463 (1940)." World-Wide
Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 US. 286, 292
(1980).

Excuse me, I'm no lawyer, but, when did rational people
start believing violence does not, itself, offend “traditional
notions of fair play and substantial justice?” To put the question
differently, if violence does not offend *traditional notions of fair
play and substantial justice,” thenwhat does? “Legally defective”
truth, i.e, anything outside of "Legal Land” offends “traditional
notions of fair play and substantial justice.”

The exercise of “jurisdiction”™ itself is an act of violence
that unguestionably offends “traditional notions of fair play and
substantial justice,” unless, of course, the lawyers who wrote that
opinion meant to somehow exclude violence at the hands of their
fellow bureaucrats. In that case, it is perfecily O.K.

If all we did was look at the actions of bureaucrats and
change their D/B/A or alter ego name from the “City of
Sacramento” to “Rizzo’s Raisin Company,” we would have no
problem seeing the act of taking control over a person’s life, lib-
erty and property to be an act of violence that offends any and all
“traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice,” howev-

er denominated. If taking control of someone else’s life, liberty
and property coercively does nol “offend traditional notions of
fair play and substantial justice,” then what else is left for a
“judge” to do during a “trial” to require the “Supreme Court” to
reverse him?

1 would also share with you this opinion taken from a
group of lawyers doing business as the Arizoma “Supreme
Court"

“Our Supreme Court has also held the denial of
due process is a denial of fundamental faimess,
shocking to a universal sense of justice. Oshirin p.
Coulter, 142 Ariz. 109, 688 P.2d 1001 (1984). See
Kinsella v. ULS. ex rel. Singleten, 361 US 234, 80
SCt. 297, 4 LEd2d 268 (1960)." State ex rel
Romley v. Superior Court, 172 Ariz. 232

Apparently violently taking control of the life of another
human being isn’t “shocking” to these lawyers and their “uni-
versal sense of justice” They must be unfamiliar with the fol-
lowing precedent so important to lawyers:

“For, the very idea that man may be compelled
to hold his life, or the means of living, or any
material right essential to the enjoyment of
life, at the MERE WILL OF ANOTHER, seems
to be intolerable in any country where freedom
prevails, as being the essence of slavery itself "
Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 116 US. 356, 370 (emphasis

mine).

Evidently, not "intolerable” encugh, unless of course,
they were silently exempling themselves again:

“By decisionud law, the rule of necessity overrides
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the right to life, liberty and property.” (Rule 81,
Code of Judicial Conduct, commentary for

Canon 3E(1)).

It is very telling to compare the Yick Wo opinion, above,
with both the definition of “statute” from the “Supreme Court”
and previous “Senate” opinion:

“‘Statute..The WRITTEN WILL of the
Legislature.." John P. King Mfg. Co. v Council of
Augusta, 277 US. 100, quoting Bouvier's Law

Dictionary {emphasis mine).

“The ultimate ownership of all property is in the
State; individual so-called “ownership” is only
by virtue of Government, i.e., law, amounting to
mere user; and that use must be in accordance
with law and subordinate to the necessities of
the State” Semafe Resolufiom #62, from April
1933 (emphasis mine).

First &m“&prml:uurt’ruledﬂw'm of slavery”™
was to be subject to the “mere will of another..." and then the
same group of lawyers is saying a “statute” is the “mere wiil of
another.” Draw your own conclusions.

Now getting back to the “plea” being entered for me, |
would also ask- “if you can enter a plea for me, then can you con-
tinue representing me at trial?” It stands to reason, especially if
this lawyer sitting four feet off the floor wants to remain consis-
tent at all, that if he enters a plea for me, then he must also be able
to present a defense for me at trial. If he can represent me at the
“arraignment,” then why not continue doing so at trial? If he
says he entered the plea on my behalf, then 1 may also ask, “Can
you continue representing me at the trial?” If he then insists the

plﬂawunntnnmyheitalf,lwwﬁdalmwk.'ﬂyoudﬂntm
that plea on my behalf; ther on whose behalf did you enter it?”

This violent lawyer doesn’t have many options left at
this point. This is probably the reason why they are almost
always non-responsive. The plea was either entered, one, on my
behalf, two, on behalf of the alleged plaintiff or, three, on behalf
of the “judge” himself If he did it on behalf of the plaintiff, then,
once again, he has a conflict of interest problem and his pretense
of fairness is gone. How could a man acting on behalf of the
plaintiff enter a plea for the defendant, and why?

in his zeal to be fair, impartial, and independent
he started representing both sides.

If he did it on his own behalf, then he is somehow a party
to the case, | would ask him if; in fact, he'is a party. This raises
the fairness as well as the conflict of interest issue. After all, how
can an impartial “judge” enter a plea for me and for himself as
well and af the same time? Also, how do you enter a “plea” for
someone else on your own behalf?

This is a rough spot for a “judge” to be in. He has to
maintain a pretense of faimess while, at the same time, refusing
to accept my plea of guilty and entering a plea for me as my
lawyer. And this is while also representing the professed plaintiff. By
this point in time, any perception of fairness is gone and 1 doubt
any rational person is buying into his charade any longer.
Instead, the "judge” is starting to strain the patience of all those
unfortunately present in “his” courtroom.

I've had a “judge” say 1 was “refusing to plea” when a
proposed plea was on his bench. 1 had been held on a ransom
called a “release bond” and told him [ was going to assign the
“bond” over to him for the fine. He still insisted | was “refusing
to plea” and set the matter fora “pre-trial™ If I pulled stunts like
that | might risk being institutionalized and put on medication.

In response to this legal babble, 1 would object to what



the “judge” is doing and leave with a court date in hand,
although 1 might want to consider a change of judge first. The
grounds for such a motion would be both the bias and prejudice
and conflict of interest already exhibited. Why else would a
“judge” refuse to answer a few questions while refusing to accept
a plea of responsible or guilty? Also, how does this “judge”
explain away the fact hie represents both the plaintiff and myself at the
very same time? In Arizona, if a “judge” does not disqualify him-
self under such circumstances, [ can file a “special action” to have
his decisions “reviewed” by a “higher court.” This usually stops,
at least temporarily, a traffic case. It must, however, be noted
that it is just not possible for them to give me a fair trial even if
they get another “judge” because each “judge” will still represent
the alleged plaintiff. If he does not represent the plaintiff, then
he's there on his own. In that case, he's nothing more than an
individual violently taking control over my life and cannot, for
that reason alone, claim the constitution is his “lawful” “author-

ity.”

This lawyer with the robe is a cruel one-man show. He
represents both the plaintiff and the defendant while pretending
to be independent and impartial. No one else really needs to
show up to put on a “trial” because he does it all. It's a no-win
situation: if he doesn't represent the plaintiff then he cannot
claim to be authorized by the “constitution” without contradict-
ing himself. If he does represent the plaintiff, then the conflict of
interest and lack of impartiality is self-evident.

In other words, the “judge” is the nngmaster of a very
bad dog and pony show designed to put forth an illusion of

Chapter Nine
What role does the pretended cop play?

One of the “benefits” a traffic case has over a lot of other
bureaucratic attacks is the face to face confrontation still avail-
able. You are able to confront your accuser in traffic cases unlike
situations with the “IRS” where the accuser is protected by an
army of attorneys. Once a majority of people start effectively
challenging “cops” this confrontation will be denied, This denial
will probably be justified with something like this:

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rules of cross-examination, evi-
dence and a fair trial.” (Rule 81, Code of Judicial
Conduct, commentary for Canon 3E(1).

This has already been started. In most areas, the rules of
evidence with regards to so-called “civil™ cases have been com-
pletely wiped out Arizona, for example, has: “the Arizona Rules
of Evidence shall not apply in civil traffic cases” at Rule 19
Arizona Rules of Procedure Civil Traffic Cases, Rule 14 wiped
out pre-trial discovery.

If bureaucrats were truly interested in faimess and jus-
tice they would have never scrapped their rules of evidence.
This is proven by reading what they say is the entire purpose for
the rules. Keep in mind this was nof written by a bunch of bitter
nan-lawyers but by “honorable” lawyers:

'Mruiasduﬂhemﬂmedmmﬁmnm

md!kutlh:ﬂﬂhmhmrhindnﬂpn—
ceedings fustly determined.” Rule 102, Arizona
Rules of Evidence (emphasis mine).
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Well, we bureaucrats can’t have "fairmess. .. truth” and
“justly determined” proceedings in traffic court. If we did that,
we'd never win a case, 50 what do we do? This is what we'll say,
“the Arizona Rules of Evidence shall not apply in civil traffic
cases.” Why else would the rules of evidence be scrapped? Let's
sce, expediency and costs? No, they say the rules are designed to
eliminate “unjustifiable expense and delay.” This was done to
keep the truth from being “ascertained and [the] proceedings [to
be| justly determined.”

How many “civil” traffic tickets do you think a “cop”
would give out if he were subject to full pre-trial discovery,
including depositions, each and every time? In thatevent, a “cop
conld not give out nearly as many tickets because he would be
spending more time submitting to depositions than giving out
tickets.

In Arizona, the admitting of evidence is at the sole dis-
cretion of the “judge” or “hearing officer” Do you think a man
who takes control of another man’s life without the latter’s con-
sent is going to be fair? No, he’s not; especially when he has a
financial interest in the outcome of the case. If this politician had
any respect for human life and any intention of being fair, then
he wouldn't take control of other people’s lives by becoming a
"judge” or “hearing officer” in the first place. Do you like the
idea of violently dominating other people; do you equate that
with being fair? And how fair can he be when he represents both
the plaintiff and defendant?

There is no merit to any claim the “judge” is “required”
by the judidal ethics rules to be “impartial” for no other reason
than the fact that:

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rule of disqualification.” (Rule 81,
Code of judicial Conduct, commentary for
Canon 3E(1).
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As we have seen throughout this book, the rules mean
nothing to these people. It doesn’t matter what the rules require
when they are ignored, and they can be. Believe it or not,
“judges” even have rules saying they can “suspend” (ignore) the
rules “in the furtherance of justice.” This last phrase means to
steal property under the guise of “protection.”

“Judges” ignore the rules because they'd be out
of a job really fast if they didn't.

éﬂﬂ’&“ﬁﬁﬁmipﬁmuﬁ “judge” at my initial
appearance or ° “arraignment,” as they call it, may now also be put
fothe"cop” After all, this is the individual who made the *com-
plaint” and started this whole mess in the first place. |intend to
make him or her support every single legal opinion made against
me.

“Cops” usually sign tickets under penalty of perjury or
some other kind of pretended certification. What is important
here is the ticket contains the "cop’s” testimony. For example, in
Arizona, it says, “| hereby certify upon reasonable grounds, 1
believe the person named above committed the acts
described...” Believe it or not, lawyers have argued with me
claiming the ticket is not testimony. Some have claimed that a
“revenue agent’s” so-called "assessment” was not testimony and
neither was the “agent” a witness. Go figure that one out.

This written testimony typically consists of nothing
more than a bunch of legal and, or political opinions. This “cop”
thinks | “broke the law.” He believes 1 “drove without a license”
or some other equally inane legal jargon. This means he has
formed at least two legal opinions: he has determined the “law”
obligated me in some way to have a “driver’s license” and
despite this alleged obligation, 1 failed to have a “license.” He
has also “certified” he has "reasonable grounds” to support his
opinions.

The “cop” signs the ticket either as a “witness,” and, in
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some places; such as Arizona, he signs it as the “complainant” as
if he is personally bringing the complaint against you himself
As if not having a seatbelt on is a crime against him personally.
However, once the matter is in “court,” a little political magic
and sleight of hand tumns the so-called "state” into the alleged
complaining party. This is why I say the "state” is just an alfer
ego for the “cop.”

At the trial, once the case is called, the “judge” will usu-
ally ask if T am ready to proceed. This is only asked to provide
the illusion of fairness, the “trial” will go on regardless of my
being ready or not. Despite this, 1'5ay I'm not because 1 doni't
Mﬁmuﬂmﬁfhﬁupmﬂ
WMWIWBWWIMBHMM
first. This is especially true if there is a lawyer there claiming to
be the “state” persecutor. This lawyer, the so-called “prosecu-
tor,” does not wear a black robe, though many aspire to (I've
noticed many “judges” are former persecutors). He is not sup-
posed to be a witness or a party to the action; maybe it's just me,
but 1 don’t remember secing an attorney standing next to the
“cop” during the stop. He is supposed to be representing ("to

stand in the place of” Ballentine's Law Dictionary, page 1095) a.

wmﬂ#m&na&pﬂp{aﬁﬂﬁ(ﬂt”ﬂm‘uﬂ or the
“cop” and “judge”). MMHMMNM
not be overlooked:

" Try an make sense of this: the “cop” represents the
“state” which allegedly includes the “judge,” “prosecutor” and
me. The “prosecutor” represents the “state” which allegedly
includes the “cop,” the “judge” and me. The “judge” represents
the “state” which allegedly includes the “cop,” "prosecutor” and
me. Even though not a part of a “state, “ the “judge” still repre-
sents me when entering a “plea for me. Does this make any sense
to you? Still think it’s a fair "process?”

1 always challenge the "plaintiff's™ right to appear in a

representative capacity. Though this may really irritate the per-
secutor and his lawyer wearing the black robe, it's supposed to

be a standard "legal challenge " As far as | am aware, every so-
called “state” has a rule equivalent to federal rule %a) allowing
anyone to challenge the appearance of both a lawyer and his
alleged client. In Arizona, in “civil” cases, it is called rule 9a)
which states:

“It is not necessary to aver the capacity of a party
to sue or be sued or the authority of a party to
sue or be sued in a representative capacity or the
legal existence of an organized association of
persons that is made a party..."”

If you still doubt this is a standard “legal challenge.”
then have your best friend “represent” you without being a
member of a “state bar association” (your local lawyer's
union/ labor organization/ closed shop protection racket). You'll
find out real fast just how passionate “judges” and lawyers are
about someone being “qualified” to appear in court in a “repre-
sentative capacity.” Keep this in mind if you are not permitted
to challenge a lawyer's presence.

T've had a lawyer from a local Arizona “prosecutor’s”
office tell me, on tape, he could not prove he had a client, and, at
the same time, he also thought that whether he had a client or not
was “irrelevant.”  Unfortunately, he did not feel the same way
about having a “defendant.” This lawyer did not believe having
a client was refevant. Would an honest “judge” permit such non-
sense? Would you buy such BS? No less than fire “honorable”
lawyers in Arizona accepted such lunacy.

1 filed a “special action” in the Arizona “superior court”
I@ﬁmttwu “city” judges involved in that traffic case. The same
“prosecuting” lawyer showed up for the first hearing. | again
challenged his appearance under rule 9{(a). The “judge” refused
to permit it and allowed him to appear unchallenged (how's that
for favoritism?), As he permitted a lawyer to just walk in off the
street and appear without a client, this “judge” stated there were
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no rule ¥a) challenges in “his court” [ asked him if special
actions were civil cases and he agreed. | then asked him if civil
cases were governed by the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure
and he said, “I'm aware of what rules govern these proceedings,
what's your point?” [said, “my point is this, if the Arizona Rules
of Civil Procedure govern the proceedings, then rule %{aj applies
and I'm going to challenge this lawyer.” The “judge” was not
pleased and two armed “deputies” suddenly arrived in the
courtroom at that point in time in order to “observe.” Do
“judges” have a pamic button under their bench they can press
whenever they feel personally threatened by a rule of court they
have sworn to comply with? When all was said and done, no less
than four different “judges” permitted this lawyer to appear
unchallenged. That indicates a pattern. Apparently, in their
mind, it was "necessary” to disregard this rule. After all, a fellow
lawyer could not prove he had a client, so to enable him to
appear, it was “necessary” to “override™ rule 9(a). What a con-
cept-a lawsuit without a plaimtiff.

On appeal from the traffic court, | again challenged the
same lawyer's appearance and the “judge,” the fifth one, said
this lawyer could appear "unchallenged.” OK, | thought, no
need to argue. [ had Moses with me and told the "judge” I want-
ed him to assist me. The “judge” refused to permit Moses to do
so. | said, “...you're permitting [lawyer X] to appear unchal-
lenged, yet you challenge his standing to appear on my behalf?
That's not fair,”

The “judge”™ was not happy and “vacated” the hearing
saying | should be “shown the door.™ In other words, as far as
this “judge” was concerned it was, “do as | say, not as | do.”
Bureaucrats do not like to be one-up'd al ail.

With bureaucrats it's always “My way or the
highway.”

This "judge” then issued a "minute entry” (a written

“order” sent through the “US. mail”) stating | “refused to
address the substantive issues on appeal.” So, here he was say-
ing a standard rule %{a) challenge is a way of refusing to address
substantive issues in a traffic case when, in reality, it went to the
very heart of the case: there was no complaining party other than
some “cop™ who didn’t know what a “license,” “city,” “statute,”
or & “state” were.

What is "incredible” here is the persecutor knew he could
not prove he had a client yet it did not stop him and no less than
five different “judges” let their fellow lawyer get away with it
Why? Why the consistent pattern of refusing to comply with a
basic “rule of court?” What are the odds that this was all an inno-
cent mistake? And why did armed men come into one of the
courtrooms? To merely obserre? And don't forget this is not an
isolated incidint, This happens all the time and regardless of the
seographic location. Why the pattern and just as important how?

And just in case anyone still thinks this is a “frivolous” issue,.

consider the so-called “law of the land” to wit

mmmmm:m

case or controversy is presented.” Linited States
. Interstate Commerce Commission, 337 U5, 426 at
430 (1949).

Do you see that spewing forth “State of Arizona” ad nau-
seam is not responsive to my question asking if there is evidence of
a complaining party? The name only symbolizes the alleged
party. Exactly what is being symbolized though? Whatever is
being symbolized, this lawyer playing “ prosecutor” is supposed-
ly “standing in place” of it and his buddies (“judges”) will use
whatever physical violence is necessary to prevent it from being
exposed.

If there was evidence of a complaining party then the
lawyer acting out as a " prosecutor” could and would have com-
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plied with their own sacred “law™ and provided it easily; after all,
“prosecuting” is something they do everyday. However, no less
than five “judges” permitted him to appear unchallenged and his
oon testimony proved there wus no complaining party other than
the “cop” himself. The only “damage” that might have been
caused by my not providing this “cop” with ID was that done to
his precious ego. How many lawyers would bring a case of
“bruised ego” into court? None, unless it’s a case for a pretend-
ed “state.”

COP- “But, your Honor, I asked for 1D and he
didn’t have any.”

JUDGE: “Off with his head!”

Is death really too harsh a punishment for not providing
ID on demand to some stranger dressed up like a "cop?” Is this
really so out of the question? Would a bureaucrat fill someone
for that? Let's examine that for a moment.
Let's just hypothesize a situation where a man has no ID
and, although he is not a threat to anyone as he drives around, a
“cop” wants him to stop. This non-violent man chooses not to
stop though. In fact, he chooses not to cooperate at all. How is
the “cop” going to get this man's car to stop? 1 need not explain
this will involve violence. This vialence could lead to the “cop”
shooting the man. Even if not murdered on the scene, let's say
the man is given a “ticket” and he does not cooperate again by
failing to show up in “court” He decided he'd just rather eat
cereal and watch cartoons that moming. If a so-called "bench
warrant” is then issued, as it will be, “cops” are now “author-
ized” 10 use deadly force, if necessary, (there’s that wonderful
Ma@n},hgﬁhmmﬂmhﬂm
| think it's clear to bureaucrats that death is a “just”
punm]mweﬂtimmhumnglﬂunym Or maybe death is really
just the punishment for bruising the “cop’s” ego because his
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demands. were not complied with or not complied with fast
enough. “Your money or your life,” or "your ID or your life."
What's the difference?

Bureaucrats don’t kill people for violating
“laws.” No, no, no. That's barbaric,
Bureaucrats only kill people to insure that they
stand frial for “breaking” those “laws.”

Maybe that is how bureaucrats get past the “cruel and
unusual punishment” clause in the “constitutions.”

It was not a “punishment” in the “legal” sense.
No, it was the natural consequence of his

Before “proceeding” I'ask the lawyer, or the “cop,”
mdamw ]mtnnimﬂnyumrm
Sriswer will do.” If the “judge” attempts to interfere on behalf of
his cronies, | ask the “judge.” “who has the burden of proof
tmg‘ “Judges” in traffic courts usually need to be remuinded it is
mppmmﬂ;rﬂ:ephnﬂiﬁ and not the defendant (us, their victims)
that has the burden of proof. If so, | might point out the follow-
ing rule:

“The judge presiding at the trial may not testify
in that trial as a witness. No objection need be
made in order to preserve the point.” Rule 605,
Arizona Rules of Evidence.

Perhaps this is the reason why the rules of evidence were
thrown out in “civil traffic cases.” Maybe by doing so it “per-
mits” the “judge” to testify against me without submitting to
cross-examination. The burden of proof is supposed to be on the
complaining party "beyond a reasonable doubt”™ in “criminal
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cases” and “by a preponderance of the evidence” in “civil cases.”
The “judge,” consistent with the rules, common sense and fairness, is
not permitted to jump in and answer such questions for the
plaintiff. This is true even if he does represent the plaintiff Marda
Clark was not permitted to testify for Kato for goodness sakes.
Again, 1 would ask the “judge” what is his role in this if he insists
on helping (representing) the alleged plaintiff.  If he insists on
having the “right” to repeatedly jump in and testify then I will
remind lim of my “right” to cross-examine him. 1 will also
remind him of rule 605.

As previously shown, evidence of a complaining party
does not consist of merely having the name of that party such as
“the state.” 1f that's all they can or will provide, I will tell them
that such an answer is non-responsive to a question which only
requires a yes or no answer. What in the world is so difffcult
about answering yes or no???

I don’t let the “cop,” “judge,” or lawyer get off point
here. This point is critical in that it does more to expose them
ﬂwdmﬂnjf&nngeiselcanﬁsmku{atﬁuspmntmmyexpe—
rience. That's why T keep asking them even if they tend to get
very upset ltis easier to see why this is so important if you look
atit this way: imagine you get served with a summeons and com-
plaint from people you have never heard of before. Do you just
accept they have standing to complain?

Think about this for a moment, why would politicians
get upset just because | am asking for evidence of a complaining
party? The reason is because, like the lawyer who said who he
was representing was “irrelevant,” they know they cannot pro-
vide any facts to prove there is a complaining party other than
themselves.  But who are tiey? Who are these violent strangers
presuming to have the “right” to interfere with my life and that
of others without anyone’s freely given consent?

Bureaucrats act on behalf of themselves under

a collective alter ego known as “the state;” a
thinly concealed protection racket.

-3

I am exposing the fact that the phrase the “State of
Arizona,” or “City of San Diego” etc., is just an alter ego shared by
the “cop,” the “prosecutor” and the lawyer representing them
both, the pretended “judge.” It is merely an ideg, a "mental con-
ception” or fantasy that has no real, tangible existence outside of
someone’s head. It's just like Santa Claus; yes, people can dress
up as Santa Claus, but that doesn't make them Santa Claus.
“Santa Claus” is just an idea that may have once seemed very
real to you but, as you grew up, it no longer did, and for good
reason. There is no “state” and that's why “judges” refuse to
comply with rule %a} and such precedent from the “Supreme
Court” quoted above: “courts must look behind names that sym-
bolize the parties...”

The difference, however, between Santa Claus and the
“state” is that no one is using a gun to force me to believe in Santa
and, if someone did, they wouldn't be hailed as a “hero” or “hon-
orable.”

" Other than their guns and an insatiable appetite for vie-
ence and domination, the only thing bureaucrats have are their
opinions, For example, | once had a fudge’“mhnmamum
‘the “State of Arizona”™ was an "act of congress from 1911." Who

was I to argue with her (other than pointing out she was festify-
ing against me on behalf of the “cop”)? How is an “act of con-
‘gress” a complaining party? What obligation do 1 owe, and how
did 1 dumage an alleged “act of congress?” Better yet, exactly
where, when, why and how was | “within” or “subject to” an “act
congress?”

By her own admission the "State of Arizona” was not the
~ground, That, however, was the “cop’s” only basis to claim that
1 was " within the state." Do you think the “cop” was thinking of
“an act of congress” when he testified | was “within the state?”

“Yeah, this 15 officer Gruden; I'm observing a

white male within an act of congress without ID,
send back-up NOW! lot’s of back-up "



Even if | were to accept the opinion that the “state” had
a tangible existence such as a group of men and women, why
should I accept the opinion this “cop” or some lawyer, represents
every one of them? How about their opinion that there was a
cause of action against me? How did I damage this group of peo-
ple? What possible obligafions could | have to this group of
unidentified people and why? You see? This is why 1 question
everyihing. The more you examine what these people say and do,
the more it falls apart.

The “state” is not a natural phenomenon. 1t is marn-made
and exists only in the mund. There are no naturally created
“states.” They areall artificial. Prior to July 41, 1776, there were
no American “states,” there were allegedly American “colemies.”
The “colonies™ were magically transformed into “states” by
nothing more than words being scribbled onto pieces of paper
called “constitutions.” However, unless you believe in childish
ideas such as magic, then you know that words on paper ¢reate
nothing.

Currently (summer 2002), there is a lot of talk about a
Palestinian “state” in the Middle East. The land is there and the
Palestinians are there, but where is their so-called “state?”

A “state” is nothing more than a “state” of
mind. A “nation” is nothing more than a hal-
luci-Nation. A “country” is ... starting to get
the picture?

You see, merely by asking, “is there evidence of a com-
plaining party?” | am exposing the fact there isn't one, at least,
not a fangible one. There's just an illusion in someone’s head. In
other words:

There is no “state.”

As 1 like to put it: can T hit a “state” with a rock? To put

the question differently, can I put a2 “government” in a wheel-

barrow? ‘No, I can't. In stark terms, we can destroy the physical
infrastructure of a “country” but, if the people remain, the
“state” remains because their “country” (group identity) was all
in their heads to begin with, not their land. They merely associ-
ate their “country” with “their” land.

Many think the “state” is the ground, that the geographic
landmass “Arizona” is identical in all respects to the “Siate of
Arizona.” This is not only false, this is absurd, and for many rea-
sons. | will provide only one more example. If the “state” were
the ground and ONLY the ground (just as a table is just a table and
riol @ book on the table), then the complaining party in a traffic case
would be the ground. Now that’s insane.

Obwiously the “state” is not the ground. A “state” is not
geographic or even tangible; if it's anything, then it's political
The shocking reality behind all of this is if evidence could be
admitted to prove there is a group of individuals out there who
entered into some sort of agreement, there is still no evidence I'm
obligated to them or have damaged them in any way.

To think | can somehow damage someone in Page
Arizona if 1 don't have ID on me when driving down the street
in Phoenix to get a box of raisins {or other dry fruit) is “ patently”
insane. Anyone with such a belief would be laughed at as a nut-
case. However, put a costume on that same individual, give him
a gun, a really cool looking badge, a car with fancy lights on lop,
and total lack of discretion and personal responsibility and...

That is why | may also ask, “is there evidence of a cause
of action against me?” |'keep a record of their answers as best 1
can because the odds are they are going to be non-responsive to
each and every question. | also like to point out the contradic-
tions whenever they arise. Being non-responsive is itself proof
the socalled “trial” is unfair. As previously stated, the
“Supreme Court” holds the opinion that to satisfy “due process,”
a hearing must be “meaningful " It hardly needs demonstrating
that being non-responsive falls far short of being truly “mean-
ingful.

And, on that point, can a “tdal” based on violence be
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“meaningful” to begin with? To then add almost complete non-
responsiveness to the violence certainly seems extreme and
unnecessary, unless, of course, the “Supreme Court” believes
“meaningful” means “sham,” “charade,” “joke” etc.

Not surprisingly, the “judge” will usually ignore my
questions and pretend I'm not even there. They do this by call-
ing the “cop” up to the witness stand to testify despite any and
all objections I may raise. If you see this in person you'll know,
first hand, that these proceedings have nothing to do with fair-
ness. | have had “cops” admit in depositions they lacked per-

sonal knowledge of the facts and “judges” have still permitted _

them to testify. Indeed, these “trials” resemble a “dog and pony”
show, and a bad one at that. 1 mean, some of these so-called
“judges” don't even give you pretense of fairness; that's how
ridiculous they are. No, to them, naked aggression is the rule.

That is why | am never permitted to videotape the pro-
ceedings and there is never a reason given despite the fact the
rules permit it (even so, in “Legal Land” “judges” don't have to
give reasons for anything). It boggles the imagination when you
consider that, in the “Mesa City Court,” so-called “criminal” pro-
ceedings are videotaped everyduy. Just walk in and you can see
several being broadcust in the lobby.

During direct examination, if the persecutor or the
“judge” asks the “cop” a question that “assumes facts not in evi-
dence,” | object on those grounds. This is basically his entire tes-
timony though. There is humor somewhere in there, but I'm not
laughing.

Most of the “cop’s” testimony will consist of rambling
“time worn” !egajﬂpdmmuwhashsm,gmew&imapn-
tended “aty.” Well, unless a “city” is a particular geographic
area and nothing else (it's not), then our “cop™ has assumed facts
not in evidence. He has also drawn a legal opinion that is sup-
posed to be based upon facts already in evidence. The “judge”
will really expose his true nature if he overrules this objection. [t
is unfair to permit a witness to assume facts not in evidence. Just
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ask any lawyer.

A big one is if the lawyer asks the “cop” a question
requiring him to draw a legal opinion or conclusion, such as “did
you see Marc commit a crime” or "driving without a license?”
This is a very serious glitch in the "system” I've exploited for
years. They will aliweys allow the "cop” to testify he saw me com-
mit a “crime” or violate a so-called “statute.” However, if I ask
questions any more difficult or probing than that, the lawyer and
the “judge” will run to the rescue of their client (partner) and
refuse to allow him to answer any such questions. That's exact-
ly the point of the questions though; to make them run full bore
into a cormner.

If T object to a question requiring the “cop” to offer an
opinion such as “1 saw Marc violate a statute,” and the “judge”
overrules that objection, I don’t worry because 1 know the “judge”
will contradict himself later on when it’s my turn to “cross-exam-
ine” the “cop.”

The “judge” is headed for a preity bad time for allowing
the “cop” to continue giving legal opinions because he has per-
mitted the “cop” to assume facts not in evidence and has over-
ruled my objection that a question called for a legal conclusion.

My “cross-examination” is geared to taking advantage of
these “rulings” by helping the “judge” back himself into a corner
s0 he will contradict himself and throw out every rule of fairness
Inhisaanﬂdli!ﬂe"iaw' books. lmwmmﬂtﬂl

isa statute?” ﬂutiswhyldd:berahﬂyaetllwﬂxuphﬁcmh‘adﬂt

themselves. Some lawyers have proudly proclaimed the “cop”

doesn’t need to know what a “statute” is to prove I “violated”
one. Really? Maybe you can also perform brain surgery with-
out knowing the brain is in the skull. Where is the “personal
knowledge?” Without the lawyerese, shouldn't the bare mini-
mum for a witness to be credible be that he at least knows what
he's talking about?

The point is not to be argumentative, but to get the case
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thrown out so | can go back to being productive instead of wast-
ing my time with these crooks dressed in suits, robes, and other
idiotic uniforms.

Chapter Ten
How | cross-examine a bureaucrat

My objective in questioning bureaucrats (whether a pre-
tended “cop,” “revenue agent” or any other impaoster, charlatan,
swindler etc.) is to show there is no case against me, except
groundless legal opinions backed by violence. The only effective way
1 know of doing this is to ask him what facts his "legal” opinions
.are based on. This essentially strips bare all of the deletions, dis-
tortions and additions to reality the “cop” (or other bureaucrat)
has made. Remember the example with the salesman earlier? If
a salesman throws you a line of BS about his product, then the
easiest way to prove he's a con man is to ask him to demonstrate
it. You just sit back and watch the moron embarrass himself.

According to their own bureaucratic rules and “prece-
dent,” I'm supposed to be able to question the “cop” on all his
prior lestimony and any “new” testimony the “judge” relies on.
This includes challenging any documentary and, or other evi-
dence being used against me. Refusal to permit this is supposed
to be one of the worst errors “judges” can make:

“Undue restrictions on the right to cross-exam-
ine strikes at the very heart of the adversary
system: “*** ‘(a] demial of cross-examination
without waiver ** would be a constitutional
error of the first magnitude and no amount of
showing of want of prejudice would cure it’
Brookhart v, Janis, 384 US 1, 3, 86 S.Ct 1245, 1246,
16 LEd.2d 314" Smith . lilinois, 390 US 129, 131,
88 S.Ct. 748, 750, 19 L.Ed.2d 956, 959 (1968)."
State v, Hanley, 108 Ariz. 144, 148, 493 P.2d 1201
{emphasis added).

Belore any lawyers protest, “this is only for so-called
criminal cases,” please reference the following precedent:
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“This Court has been zealous to protect these
[confrontation] rights from erosion. It has spo-
ken OUT NOT ONLY IN CRIMINAL CASES, e.
g, Mattox v. United States, 156 U S. 237, 242-244;
Kirby v. United States, 174 US. 47, Motes v.
United States, 178 LIS, 458, 474; In re Oliver, 333
US. 257, 1?3 W

” ; eg. &ulhm*n R.En ¥.
Virginia, 290 U.S. 190; Ohio Bell Telephone Co.

v. Public Utilities Commission, 301 US. 292;
Morgan v. United States, 304 U5. 1, 19; Carter v.
Kubler, 320 US. 243; Reilly v. Pinkus, 338 US
269" Green v. McElroy, 360 US. 474, 496497

(1959) (emphasis mine),

This “Supreme Court” then quoted the following in
regards to confrontation:

“For two centuries past, the policy of the Anglo-
American system of Evidence has been to regard
the necessity of testing by cross-examination as
a vital feature of the law. The belief that no
safeguard for testing the value of human state-
ments is comparable to that furnished by cross-
examination, and the conviction that no stafe-
ment (wﬁem b:,r speml mepunn} m

HM ﬁm;t m !uu ﬁmnd fn:rming
strength in lengthening experience.” (Emphasis

mine)

Even without these opinions, it's common sense and self-
evident that using evidence not subject to challenge is unfair and
a mockery of “justice,” if there is such a thing in these lawyer
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made and lawyer run “courts.” The whole point of a trial is to
give you an opportunity to defend yourself; to essentially test the
“evidence” being used against you. As previously stated, calling
it a “trial” is itself a lie. 1f one cannot challenge the pretended
“evidence,” then what's the point and why require my presence
at the barrel of a gun? Public relations.

| want the lawyer and the "judge” to say the “cop” cinnol
testify because my “question calls for a legal conclusion.” That is
my opportunity to ask the “judge” if the “cop’s” entire testimo-
mmummam from the record. In
uﬂnwmds,tmmdasﬂmghltmmemhedandﬂ:emph:m

MSEmanhﬂlﬂdbypummlyasﬁngﬁm cop” if he
witnessed me commit a “crime” or a "civil” violation (I can ask
the same question the “prosecutor” asked earlier). Which is, of
course, what started this mess in the first place. Chances are,
there will be no objection to this question and that is precisely
what | want, just one more inconsistency. The “cop” will say yes,
and T might even show him his ticket in order to help him out,
assuming he needs the help. :

I then ask, “was that an arbitrary opinion?” If he under-
) ﬁwhwﬂim “no.” 1 then ask, “so that opinion
ﬁuﬁnﬁh}ym ?ﬂl

This is not an enwviable position to be in as a witness. He's
Just testified that he has facts to support his opinion the “lnw” was
obligatory on me. However, his entire testimony consists of noth-
ing but inane legal opinions he leamed in the police academy
and the police department locker room.

| have guestioned “IR5" agents in the same way and
have been quickly shown the door. In some cases men and
‘women D/B/A the “IRS” have refused to permit hearings and
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settlement conferences because they just can’t support their bar-
rage of legal gibberish. 1f they do not, or cannot, tell me the facts,
then both their pretended “case” and pretense of good faith are
gone. They are either concealing evidence or they lied about
having it in the first place. Refusing to answer questions is also
grounds to get testimony stricken. That is why there is no need
to fight or argue. | had a supervisor at the “ Arizona Department
of Revenue” tell me his subordinate “had every right not to
answer questions” in regards to a “subpoena” he served on
someane. | then reminded them that 1 didn’t care whether the
question was answered or not because the “judge” then had
every right to quash his beloved "subpoena.” So go right ahead
and refuse to answer questions.

I then ask the “cop,” “whit are those facts?” ¥his usual-
Iy causes the persecutor to immediately stand up objecting on the
grounds the “witness may not testify because it calls for a legal
conclusion;” the same objection | previously made. The “judge”
then obediently sustains the objection oblivious to the fact 1
asked for the fiects and not another nonsensical “legal™ opinion.
At this point, I don’t argue with thern or say they are wrong other
than to point out I only asked for the facts, the legal conclusion
had already been drawn again without objection.

The “judge” (as well as the other twao burcaucrats in the
courtroom) is now in a particularly difficult spot. He may have
previously overruled my objection the witness (the “cop”) could

not draw legal conclusions and has already permitted the “cop”

to testify that he witnessed me commit a “crime” or “civil” vio-
lation which is, itself, a “legal” conclusion. He has now sustained
the exact same objection with the same wilness. The judge’s actions
are now plainly inconsistent and to my obvious prejudice; so
much so that even a non-lawyer can tell it isn't fair.
To make the Tjudge” even more uncomfortable, 1 then
'G&mmmmmmlqﬂmiﬁm
shouldn't his testimony, including the ticket, be stricken from the
record?” This is a checkmate for the “judge.” If he refuses to

strike the testimony and ticket, then he may not deny cross-
examination. If so, this is supposed to be a huge “incurable”
error on the part of the “judge”™ and should be reversed on
appeal.

I would then ask, "are-you going to rely on the witness's
W‘He may natatuwu'ﬁmqueshnn. but his actions

establish whether he is or he is not.’

If he does strike the testimony, then the case is over
because, without any testimony there is no evidence and without
any evidence, there is no case. Without a case, the “judge” would
be basing his “decision” entirely upon his own opinion. Despite
happening every day in traffic courts, this is unfair because the
“judge” is witnessing against me and | cannot cross-examine the
“judge.” Unless he wants to fump in the witness chair he shouldn’t be
pretending to be @ witness. Indeed, the “judge” has nothing what-
soever to do with the case except for the fact that he is now try-
ing to profit off of it The same holds true for any lawyer who
claims to be representing the pretended plaintiff, the intangible
so-called “state.”

1 also point out that the “judge” previously cverruled the
same objection that a question called for a legal conclusion on the
part of the “cop” and now he is sustaining the exact same objec-
tion. Excuse me Mr. “honorable” lawyer, but which one is it?

Eymdm’tbﬂieveanyﬂﬂﬂa?itﬁurymwelfdurmg

~ your next encounter with a “judge.” Wakhhw the “judge” t

you : Hldj!m‘tejmlam
mouse or ahll uhhiq;. Mﬂnwmnum

 The same witness can and cannot answer ques-
tions that call for a “legal” conclusion.

This is classic “Legal Land” nonsens¢ where the very
same objection, with the very same witness, gets a “yes” from the
same "judge” in one instance and a "no” from the same “judge”
in another, and all in the same case! Does this remind you of
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“Alice in Wonderland?® This sort of “now you see it, now you
don't” “legal” trickery is commenplace in American courtrooms.
In fact, this reminds me of a line from that classic tale by Lewis
Carroll:

"Nothing would be what it is, because every-

thing would be what it isn't. And contrary-wise

-what it is, it wouldn’t be. And what it wouldn't

be, it would. You see?” That's how bureaucrats

really talk!

Can you imagine if your docfor did his job with this same
degree of precision? "You need heart surgery...then again you
don’t;” “you're going to die in six months...well there’s really
nothing wrong with you.” How about a plumber, how long he
would be in business if he acted like these “judges?”

That pipe’s busted pretty bad and, well, it's
just not. It is and, well, it isn't.

A plumber couldn’t get away with such lunacy because
he can't hold his customers in “contempt”

Imagine going to a store and you go to the check out
counter with a box of raisins marked $299. The cashier tells you
the raisins are $150.00 plus administrative costs for his having to
ring you up. You tell him the raisins are marked $2.99 and that's
all you're going to pay for them, and only an imbecile would pay
$150.00 for a little box of raisins.

The cashier gets angry and says, "It's my register, you're
in my line, it's my store and you are going to pay $150!"

You tell him that’s not how you understand it; the box is
clearly marked $2.99. He says that's “your interpretation,” it
costs what he says it costs and if you don’t like it, hire another
grocer to explain it to you, You refuse, give the raisins back and
start leaving so you can buy raisins from a normal person.
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The cashier then snaps at you that you're now in con-
tempt of store and you have to pay not only the $150 to be
released from the store, but you also must pay the costs of “keep-
ing you there.” [f you don't like i, you can “appeal” it to the
store’s manager after you've paid this new bill

If you somehow manage to get away from this nutcase,

‘he might then "issue a warrant” and give it to store “security”

who would then be “authorized” to use deadly force to "arrest”

you and bring vou back to “his store.” And if that's not bad

enough, the cashier has no personal liability for his actions
because cashiers must be free and independent.

Would anyone accept such behavior from a cashier? If
not, then why do they accept it from a pack of lawyers? What

‘separates cashiers from lawyers; why are lawyers able to foist
this madness on others while cashiers can not? Cashiers do not

provide their services at the barrel of a gun.

Getting back to my cross-examination of the “cop.”
Other questions | may ask have to do with the other legal opin-

jons the “cop” has already made. Good examples are | was

“driving without a license” and that | am “within a city” or a

“state.”

It's always a good idea to ask the “cop” to repeatl his prior

'tual:hnﬂny fwmrample, mg ﬂmmlm

on tends to upset "judges” and
Mh"kﬂywhﬂmmlw“dﬂvhg'
my privilege o do so was suspended?” Why get upset?

.ﬁinmdemghhvh:gﬂe “cop” repeat his prior testimony.

After all, he has already claimed it on the ticket and | am sup-
posed to have the “right” to confront all wimesses against me.
However, “judges” appear to know the "cop” cannot provide
any facts the opinion was based because there are no facts. A great
question is to explain what a “privilege” is fachually and do so
without using the word “license.” The "judge” and the “cop's”
other lawyer will not permit the “cop™ to even attempt the

answer such a question.



I was once in the Phoenix “superior court” on a new trial
for a traffic ticket. A client had impeached the "cop” in the
“trial” in the Scottsdale “justice court” and vet the “judge” said
the “cop’s” testimony was “irrelevant.” How's that for a big sur-
prise? This “judge” was actually saying & man was guilty ofa “crinie”
while the “judge” himself was admitting there was no evidence! Not
surprisingly, after this case was lost and appealed, the “judge”
just happened to “lose” the entire record of the case. That is why
the “superior court” had to order a “new trial.”

The charge was driving on a “suspended license,” what-
ever that's supposed to mean. All my client did was ask the
“cop” sitting on the witness stand if that was his testimony. The
persecutor pretending to represent the “state” jumped to his feet
objecting on the grounds that answering this question called for
a legal conclusion. Apparently this lawyer failed to recognize
this legal conclusion was already on the ticket he so desperately
relied on for a ostensible conviction. Just feed their opinions
back in the form of a question.

The “judge” refused to permit the “cop” to answer the
question. The client asked why the “cop” could not verify his
own prior testimony and the “judge” got furious and started
yelling. [ stood up and said this was only the charge on the tick-
et in question, so what was the big deal? Per the "judge’s” order
I was then escorted out of the courtroom by two armed men
called "deputies.”

The “deputies” were stunned at what the “judge” had
done. They asked me to explain what fust happened. They could not
understand why the “judge” refused to permit the “cop” to
answer what the charge was. Those two "deputies” were ready
to use whatever violence was necessary to get me out of that
courtroom and yet they had no idea why. “We was just follow-
ing orders,” :

The reason why the “judge” did not want the “cop” to
verify his own prior written testimony presented on his own traf-
fic ticket, or to even discuss it, was simple:

It was an arbitrary “legal” opinion.

1t was pure fantasy and those two lawyers knew it. 1 testified
at this “trial” as an expert witness in Arizona criminal and traffic
law without challenge. The “judge” was not happy at all about
this. Based on my testimony the “cop” was “thoroughly
impeached” as a witness. The “cop’s” legal opinion was supposed
to have been stricken and not considered by the “judge” The
only way it can be considered, consistent with fairness and with
the rules of court (when they are actually being applied), is to
permit cross-examination of the witness. This was not permitted
which, in and of itself, proves there was no case. It's one or the

By using this approach the “judge” puts himself in a seri-
ous bind and has to choose between either exposing the true
‘nature of the “trial,” that being the taking of property by means
of physical violence and nothing more, or maintaining a pretense
of fairness. Remember, this is a prefense of fairness; nothing
based on violence is fair.

In my experience, one of these two will always be "sacri-
ficed” in these situations. Which one depends on who the
*judge” is on that particular day. If he sacrifices the perception
of fairness and chooses physical violence, or threats of violence,
Mrﬁﬂr@wﬂd&r@zmmmwh.awﬂm cop”
testify on my behalf, which has happened before. The principal
~at work in such a case is:

“contra negantem principia non est disputan-
dum._lt is useless to dispute with one who
denies principals.” Ballenting’s Law Dictionary,

page 265

Such a person cannot, and should not be reasoned with
“because they only understand physical violence. In other words,
‘unless a “judge” higher up on the political pecking order tells
him he's wrong, he is not going to listen to me. He will not even
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listen to his own *witness,” so obviously, | can’t sway him cither.

In my experience, more often than not, "judges” choose
to sacrifice their pretense of faimess, even if they ultimately
throw a case out. This isn't the worst thing that can happen
though because the subsequent appeal can be quite embarrassing
for the "state” attorney trying to defend this "judge’s”™ actions.
He wants to maintain a pretense of fairmess just as well. This is
why | said by making tangible evidence the central issue I am
able to samitize a case by removing most of the prejudicial ele-
ments against me, This is what | want if | have to “appeal.”

On appeal. | have one critical issue: the "judge” accepted
the “cop’s” testimony without challenge. He ruled the witness
could testify, then could not testify and refused to permit me to
cross-examine him. He then relied on that same unchallenged
testimony which consisted of nothing more than arbitrary and
incomprehensible legal jargon.

You don't have to go to “law school” to see that it's
unfair to accept testimony from a witness not competent to testi-
fy. 1f 1 cannot win on this issue, and this issue alone, then any-
thing else probably doesn’t stand a chance because so-called
“appellate courts” are also a joke. This is why my last appeal
memorandum was only a page and a half long.

On appeal, the lawyer for the pretended “state” has to
somehow justify what the “judge” has done. Now put yourself
in his shoes. What in the world would you say to justify these
contradictory acts on the part of the “judge?” How do you justi-
fy the taking of unchallenged legal opinions? Do you see now
why the word judge, cop and trial are always in quotes?

T can’t think of any justification for all of this and that is
probably why, in all except one traffic case, the lawyer for the
“state” did not even bother to file a reply brief. In the one recent
case where a lawyer from Arizona did file a reply memorandum,
he lied by intentionally deleting part of reality. He claimed |
never asked the witness about the facts even though al least
seven wilnesses would disagree. In fact, this lawyer also dis=-
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agreed when | questioned him outside a courtroom; he admitted |
had asked the “cop” about the facts. This and other cases taught
me thatin “Legal Land” the facts and truth are “irrelevant.” This
also helped to reinforce my belief there is no way out of a situa-
tion like this except for the bureaucrat to lie or just be non-respon-
sive. That's when | know I caught them with their pants down;
they either fall silent or start spewing forth verbal diarrhea.

Another example is a tax case | helped someone out with
‘in California. There was an administrative hearing before four
individuals doing business as the "Board of Equalization” and
the subject was a so-called "tax assessment.”

I made an application for subpoenas so the alleged “wit-
mnesses” would appear at the hearing for cross-examination. The
“application was denied, not once, but three times, on the grounds
the witnesses “lacked personal knowledge of the facts” The first
two times this decision was made by “staff lawyers” so any
‘claims the decision was “legally defective” and a “nullity,” are
“without merit and frivolous,” according to their own rhetoric,
‘notmine. So what did 1 do? I didn’t argue. | agreed:

There can be no personal knowledge of facts
that don’t exist.

In their enthusiasm lo sleal property these politicians

¥ impeached the very witniesses they relied on. 1 pointed gut that sec-
- tion 702 of the California evidence code made the testimony
- “inadmissible” and | asked for that testimony, which consisted of

this so-called “tax assessment” to be stricken {thrown out). In
daﬁchmmhrd}rhﬂmfuwuﬂwmm:ﬂfmd Keeping
i mind the opinion the witnesses lacked personal knowiedge was theirs

 and ot mine-

Why would four allegedly “neutral” individu-
als all accept opinions they knew were
arbitrary? '



Consider the disregard these four men and women had
for the divine “law” they are allegedly sworn to “preserve, pro-
tect, and defend...” These bureaucrats were so eager to rob this
man they ignored their very own “rulings.”

Once in court their lawyer wanted the videofape of that
the record. Why? Because, it proves this lawyer had no admis-
sible evidence to base her gpinions on and no amount gyrating
and screaming about “taxes,” “liabilities,” "laws” and whatever
clse was relevant because she was not a party or a witness.

Think of it this way: Imagine if O.]. Simpson were put on
trial with no more “evidence” than the mere opinions of Marcia
Clark and her fellow lawyers pretending to represent a “state.”
There is no Kato and no forensics. In fact, there is absolutely
nothing but the opinions of some lawyers who profit from such
“proceedings.” Mo rational adult would accept this as fair and
vet this is standard and happens every single day in traffic and tax
cases (among other bureaucratic attacks). Where are all the pub-
lic demonstrations? Where is the ACLU?

To clarify even further 1 will give you several examples
of mere legal opinions that somehow pass as tangible “evidence”
in traffic courts and other parts of “Legal Land”

I am “within the state.”

I am “within the city.”

I am “a resident of the state.”

I am "subject to the jurisdiction of ..."
I “violated a law.”

I "violated a statute.”

I “must appear in court.”

This or that other “statute applies.”

Just the words “state” and “city” represent nothing tan-

gible and are only political jargon, In lay terms, they are in and of
themselves lies. Inregards to traffic cases, these would be the legal

‘opinions of a “cop.”  They are opinions, not facts. They do nol

qualify as facts any more than my opinions qualify as facts. Think
about this because it's important, very important. The words
“state” and “city” represent or symbolize nothing more than
abstractions with no tangible existence outside of the “cop’s”
mind, and the minds of his victims; you, for example. And keep
in mind that what a “cop” purports to do in place of a licensed
attorney is supposed fo be a “nullity.”

In the above “tax” case, the wiltnesses claimed the person

1 was helping was “within the state” By the Board of

Equalization's own admission, the witnesses “lacked personal

[knowledge of the facts.” Are you starting to see just how similar

Alice’s “Wonderland” and “Legal Land” really are? If so, is it
possible that what you think is “real” is just a public relations

‘scheme? Are your perceptions and reality one and the same?

‘What if your life is nothing more than a lie rammed down your

‘throat since you were a child?

1f the ground were the “state” and the man | was
belping admitted to being physically located in
claim the witnesses “lacked personal knowledge
of the facts?”

These bureaucrats accuse people of being “within the
state” everyday to justify their violence and yet they are not per-
mitted to testify to the same under oath? What does this tell you
ubout both the people who parade around as @ “government” and the
true nature of the so-called “state?”

THERE IS NO “STATE.”

Despite being physically in California these bureaucrats
could not testify the man was “within the state” because in their
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opinion they “lacked personal knowledge of the facts.™ They not
only impeached the witnesses themselves, denied cross-examina-
tion, and accepted arbitrary opinions as tangible evidence, but
they sanctioned the man | was helping the maximum allowed by
their so-called "law.” These four politicians claimed both the
man’s position was “patently frivolous” and sanctions of five
thousand dollars were warranted. His position? His position
was the opinions against him were not supported by facts. This
15 the same position two staff lawyers and the four bureaucrats them-
selves held. Only in "Legal Land” can the exact same position be
both “frivolous”™ and NOT “frivolous” at the very same time.

Another example of the political dream world is the
word “law” itself. This word is hypnotic. Most people give it no
thought at all and accept it blindly. Some people, like “cops,” are
willing to murder in its name. Indeed, no act is too vicious if it's
the “law."”

To help you understand a "law” is just an opinion
backed by violence, think about the process that leads to a pre-
tended "law’s” creation, from a lay standpoint of course. In other
words, let's look at the facts, and nothing more, without any
political spin or rhetoric.

Some man or woman prancing around as a pretended
“legislator” says to other men and women pretending to be “leg-
islators”™ that, in his/her opinion, everyone must have a “driver’s
license.” They count noses and if a majority holds the same opin-
iom, then that gpinion is re-named a "law.” There is still nothing
tangible though and it doesn’t matter if that opinion is then writ-
ten up in fancy “law” books because you could easily burn those
books. Would that be the end of that particular “law?”  After
being re-named the “law” this mere collective opinion is then
forced upon other people by armed troops more commonly
known as “cops.” Think about this for a moment:

What if the “law" was not written down and all

the bureaucrats put their guns down? Would
this change how easily it was accepted?
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In addition to that, what if the “cop” didn’t have his cos-
tume (uniform) and neat looking badge on? Let's say he was

wearing a t-shirt, sneakers and reeked of beer. Does this change

your perception that he is an alleged “authority?”
Because | know from experience some people will have
a problem with the above example and throw up the “murder”

~argument, | will provide the following. Some people may think

we need “laws” for things like murder and rape. This however,
neglects reality because | am unaware of “laws” prohibiling mur-
der and other real crimes to wit:

“13-1102. Negligent homicide; classification
A. A person commits negligent homicide if with
criminal negligence such person causes the
death of another person.

B. Negligent homicide is a class 4 felony.”
Arizona Revised Statutes.

Notice this is only a “classification” and prescribed level
of punishment. This appears to be consistent, ser also 76-5-201
Utah, 782.04 of Florida as well as others. There is no attempt by
a gang of faceless, unproductive men and women (politicians,
bureaucrats) to criminalize the above act because it would be
redundant.

I want to make one last point in regards to the “law” and
its hypnotic power on people because | think this power is lost
when it is seen for what it really is. Let’s say the men and women
who parade around as “congressmen” pass a “law” there would
be no more gravity: the legislature finds that without gravity the
cosis of shipping would be reduced thereby helping the econo-
my of the state. Would you happily waltz off the top of the Sears
Tower? If not, then wihy?

What if they passed a “law” that rocks were now apples?
Would you take a big bite of a block of granite? Shouldn’t we
respect and comply with all “laws” at least until they are
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declared "unconstitutional” by the courts or “repealed” by the
“legislature?”

Before you think these are absurd examples, consider the
fact that a “legislature” in the south, | believe it was Alabama,
passed a "law” torbidding a river from rising past a certain level.
When you just look at the facts, the “law” starts to lose its hyp-
notic dream like power.

What is important here is a group of men and women are
forcing other men and women to accept, or al least act on, their
“mental conception.” What the “mental conception” is, is irrele-
vant and beside the point. The important thing here is the coer-
cion and violence used to get people to accept or at least act on
“mental conceptions.”

To use another example: The alphabet is invaluable to
communication and needs no explanation to show why it is valu-
able to learn it Now, just imagine using violence to teach the
alphabet to children. In that instance, the children would not
actually learn anything Instead, they would be conditioned to
respond in a certain way to avoid violence. That is how some
animals are trained. Choice is taken away and replaced with fear
of violence.

In my experience there is a common misconception that
a “city” or “state” is a natural phenomenon like an ocean, a
mountain or another part of the earth. As previously discussed,
many think it's a geographic area or land mass such as a conhi-
nent or island. According to lawyers with and without black robes,
nothing could be further from the truth. 1say that because in their
own words a "state” is nol a geographic area. There is Arizona
and then there is the “State of Arizona.” As stated earlier, if the
“state” was the ground and only the ground, then the lawyer
playing “prosecutor” represents the ground. Am I the only one
who thinks such a premise is crazy?

Fairness requires consistency. The “cop” has an opinion
that 1 am “within the state,” subject to his “jurisdiction” and 1
"broke the law.” These are just opinions or labels and not a state-
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ment of facts. The cruelest labels I'm aware of are the words
“legal” and “lawful.” The following is critical to remember:

The words “legal” and “lawful”
have no real meaning, only a
RTpose.

(] That purpose is to justify some of the most heinous acts
~you ¢an think of by men and women pretending to be a "state,"
sort of finguistic subterfuge. Any moral or ethical conviction a
man may have is thrown out the window if an act is deemed
“legal.” A good example is slavery. The opposite is also true.
Just as people who currently take or sell certain drugs are seen as
criminals against whom the “government” “must” wage a
“war”on, if the drug “laws” were “repealed” tomorrow those
~very same people would be mstantly converted to honest “law-
-abiding citizens.” There are people who sell drugs everyday of
‘the week and instead of being considered criminals they are
called doctors and pharmacists. Why no war on doctors and phar-
macists?

The phrase “war on drugs” itself is a lie because it's not g
war on drugs; it's a war against the people who sell or use them
without a “state license.”
don't use drugs and 1 do not advocate theirune
] er, being a non-violent and peaceful man, | choose not to
Hmmypwmmlhﬁie!ﬂmuﬂm I have to laugh when | drive
down the street and see signs such as: “drug-free school zone.”
If that were true, the teachers wouldn’t be taking Prozac and
one of the children taking Ritalin, both are mood-altering

:: Someone please tell me what the “substantive™ difference
is between taking mood-altering drugs such as Prozak and
“recreational” drugs besides the political manira “one is legal,
~ the other is not”™ What's the difference between a teacher who
uses cocaine as opposed to a teacher who uses Prozac? Drink a
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six-pack in your living room while smoking cigarettes and
watching a bascball game and you're an all-American guy and
good “ditizen” However, smoke a joint while waiching the same
game one house over from the beerchugging smoker and you're
a “felon™ who belongs in prison.

Only in "Legal Land” is such nonsense taken seriously.
If you accept the premise another person has the right to control
what you ingest, such as heroin, then you must accept the prem-
ise that another person has the right to force you to eat only cer-
tain kinds of foods. If your neighbor has no right to force you not
to eat pork rinds, then guess what? That's right, if vour neighbor
doesn’t have such right, then the men and women valiantly “rep-
resenting” him don’t either. Could you imagine a “war on pork
rinds?” Sixty machine gun toting “pork rind warriors” raided an
underground convenience store... The only important issue
with drugs is that another person is using violence to control
what you ingest. For goodness sake, it's very easy for little chil-
dren to choke on bread and pizza crust, should there be a “war
on bread” also?

It's not a matter of what you are forced to
ingest or not, it's being forced that is the issue.

Such rank hypocrisy is also demonstrated with-the so-
called “lotteries.” When non-bureaucrats “ran the numbers” it
was a vicious crime against humanity. But, have a politician do
the exact same act under a new label such as the “lottery” and
now it's a great benefit for mankind. A little political voodoo
magically transforms a heinous crime into a harmless beneficial
service. Yeah, “What wonderful magic.”

And what about “overturned convictions?” A man is
put on “irial” and then “convicted.” His “conviction” is deemed
“legal.” If it is “overturned” on appeal, then the “conviction™ is
no longer “legal.”™ Magic! Nothing has changed except the label
attached.
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An opinion is just a label attached to the facts.

e R ; However, regardhmdﬂmnpm*
hlmhbelahadﬁﬁd.ﬂthtumﬂ not change. Like it or not facts
‘will not change to fit an opinion. Label it “rape,” if you like. Who
aires? The facts are still the same: [ screamed 1 was going to kill
you and broke a chair over your back. You can call an orange a
diamond, but that doesn’t make it any less an orange.

No amount of human deletion, distortion, and
or adding to reality is ever going to change
reality.

So the “cop” formed a “legal” conclusion I was within
the “state” or a so-called “city” and subject to his “jurisdiction.”
“Fine, T don't fight or argue with him, I just ask him to tell me
‘what facts he bases his opinion en. This opinion i no different
than if he accuses me of being the Easter Bunny or he thinks I'm
‘a flower, If his accusation is not based on facts (reality) then it's

This may be hard to accept, but human deletions, distor-
tions and add-on’s are not real. And this fact does not change just
because someone wears a badge or a robe or threatens physical

There's an episode of “Star Trek: The Next Generation”
where a Cardassian is torturing Captain Pecard. He keeps ask-
ing Pecard, “how many lights do you see?” There are five lights.
Whenever Pecard says, “five,” intense pain is induced in his
body. By the end of this torture Pecard later admits to Counselor
Troi that he thought he saw four lights. This is the only other way
bureaucrats can alter your reality: by torturing you to death with
all their propaganda, Do you “see” something that isn’t there?
‘How many “lights™ do you see?



In my experience, | haven't found one single “cop” who
knew what a “state” or a “city” was,nnrhaveanyhaegabkm
teil me whal “jurisdiction” is. Yes, they will kill me, if “neces-
sary” to get me to acknowledge and act on these ideas, but ask
them to tell yoawihat it is and they run to their fellow bureaucrats
like “judges” to bail them out.

If a “cop” cannot tell me what “jurisdiction” is he cannot
prove his case “beyond a reasonable doubt.” Yeah, yeah, I know.,
1t's not the “cop's” job to do that. It's the “state” persecutor’s job.
I've had lawyers snarl this at me a few times. However, in doing
so they forget their enfire case is built upon the “cop's” testimo-
ny. It follows that if the “cop” is unable to do so then the perse-
cutor cannot, unless, of course, he draws from other “ witnesses”™
or the persecutor tries to become a witness himself. And this is
effectively what they do; the rules of evidence and fairness be
dammned.

The beauty of all of this is that, if the “cop” did know, and
could somehow prove, | am “within the state,” the “judge” will
not allow him to answer because he is a non-lawyer trying to
form a “legal” conclusion without having been “authorized” to
do so because he is not a member of any “state bar.” Also, even
if permitted to answer, this does not excuse their use of violence
because, being within a pretended “state™ does not make coer-
cion and good faith any less contradictory. This is only for sake
of illustration anyway because his legal opinions are based upon
this or that fickion anyway and not upon facts, tangible, verifiable
facts.

So what is a “city” or a “state? According lo lmovers and
other politicians, not me, a "cty” is a “corporation” to wit:

“city. A municipal corporation of the largest and

highest class...” Ballentine's Law Dictionary, page
202.

So, a “city” is not a tangible physical or geographical -

location, such as Tucson, Arizona. Therefore, the "City of
Tucson” aId*Tmmﬂmnﬂs?mnymwﬁclwﬂyrdmhmI
MHfuﬂfmpmvmhyﬂs&rmpoliﬁcaldﬂmc i

e | . | et otuathc
/ hon
Section 1. Mumicipal corporations shall not be
created by special laws, but the legislature, by
general laws, shall provide for the incorporation
and organization of cities and towns and for the
classification of such cities and towns in propor-
tion to population, subject to the provisions of
this article.” Article 13, Arizona constitution
{emphasis mine). '
.,
Notice “cities” are created by “general laws,” not bricks,
mertar and labor.
So what is a “corporation?” A “corporation,” as defined

by “honorable” lawyers, not me, is just another fiction or fanta-

*Today's new rule emphasizes the dominance of
the corporation, a creature of the LEGAL
IMAGINATION. FN2" State Tax Comimission of
Utah v. Aldrich, 316 U.S, 174, 187 (1942) (empha-

sis mine).

FN2 “A corporation is defined by John Marshall
as ‘AN ARTIFICIAL BEING, invisible, intangi-

ble, mﬂmﬂugnﬂy ﬁtrommplahnﬂofhw

Whﬂt. 51& 635. The New York Cﬂurt of
Appeals has said: ‘A corporation, hoivever, isa
mgre conception of the LEGISLATIVE MIND.
ITEXISTS ONLY ON PAPER through the com-



mand of the Legislature that ifs mental concep-
tion shall be clothed with power’ People v,

Knapp, 206 N.Y. 373, 381, 99 N.E. 841, 844,
AnnCas, 19148, 243. [Footnote 2] (emphasis
mine).

So, a “city” is a “corporation” and a “corporation” is a
“mental conception.” A so-called “city” is a “mental concep-
tion.”

A “city” or “state” is a hallucination, or 2 hal-
luci-Nation.

A "city” doesn't appear to be a physical location any-
more, does it? Still think a “cop” knows what he's talking about
if he claims I'm within a so-called “city?* When a “cop” claims 1
am allegedly within a so-called “city,” he is not only inconsistent
with reality, he’s inconsistent with his pretended “law,” see State
Taz Commission of Litah v. Aldrich immediately above. Just
because a man with a gun, a badge and an anti-social attitude
sees me at some intersection doesn’t mean I'm ina “city” does it?
No, it doesn’t because a “city” is a “corporation” that “exists only
on paper” in the minds of the men and women cavorting around
as “cops” and so-called “legislators.” Now that appears to be
“reasonable doubt” doesn’t it?

“The idea of a joint, incorporeal being, made up
of several real persons, is nothing but a fiction.
It has no reality in it. It is a fiction adopted
merely to get rid of the consequences of facts.
An act of legislation cannot transform twenty
living, real persons into one joint, incorporeal
being. After all the legislgtive juggling that can
be devised, “the company” will still be nothing
more, less or other, than the individuals com-

posing the company. The idea of an incorporeal
being, capable of carrying on banking opera-
tions, is nidiculous.” Lysander Spooner (empha-

sis mine).

So what does this really mean if a “cop” is claiming,
“under penalty of perjury” and “upon reasonable grounds,” that
1 am somehow within a “mental conception?” It means his “real-

ity” and that of the entire pretended “court” is all tn their heads

and no where else. The “cop,” “judge” and the persecutor are

living in a political dream world they are violently foisting on me

and millions of others. Whoa, excuse me, but exactly where, when,
why and how does a man, any man, come within a “mental con-
ception?” If a "city” “exists only on paper,” then how did | ever
get “within” one physically? 1 never did and I never will. | can
only be “in” a “city” within someone’s mind and nowhere else.
Did Alice take a machine gun and force others to accept her
Wonderland? 1f she did would she be hailed as “honorable?”
Let's try, for a moment, to suspend reality and think
from the standpoint of a traffic “cop.” What exactly are his “rea-
sonable grounds” that | am within his "mental conception?”
Remember though, thisis “Legal Land" so a "city” does not have
to be tangible for a “cop” to “see” me “within” one. Just like all
of his other opinions, this one is all in his head, a dangerous fan-

tasy or halluci-Nation. He has seen me at a certain geographic

location, however, he might as well claim he is Santa Claus and
accuse me of being the Easter Bunny because he has the same
amount of tangible evidence.

In the Real World, hallucinations are not tangi-
ble evidence.

Because, in "Legal Land,” halluc-Nations and other
“mental conceptions” are treated as if they are magically trans-
formed into tangible evidence, that is enough for a traffic court



“judge” to “convict” someone. After all, there are no rules of evi-
dence or pre-trial discovery in traffic court, at least in “the State
of Arizona” and he can be as biased as he wants just so long as
he does not “shock the conscience™ of his fellow lawyers higher
up on the political pecking order.

This is also why I wrote earlier that the phrases such as
"State of Arizona” and “City of San Diego” are, at best, D/B/A’s
and alter egos used by men and women whao use violence as a
way of doing business whether they're conscious of it or not.

Any title or “office” used by a coercive govern-
ment “state” agent is merely a D/B/A or alter
ego. Strip away that title or fancy “office” and
you're looking at men and women who have
no more right to control another man than you
and I do.

Take a very close look at what is being written by these
lawyers. A “city” is “a mere conception of the legislative mind”
that only exists “through the command of the legislature that its
mental conception” should be “clothed with power.”

Factually, a “legislature” is nothing more than men and
women. This means a “city” or “state” is a figment of Uwir imagi-
nation which other people are then forced to accept or at least act
on. | may not believe there is a real "city,” but because of the vio-
lence backing this fantasy by those armed men called “cops,” |
am forced to act as though a “city” or "state” is absolutely real. If
Alive put a machine gun in your face you'd act us though you were in
Wanderland with her too.

What we have here is a group of individual men and
women “commanding” (forcing) other men and women to
accept a “mental conception,” idea or halluci-Nation. Compare
this with what has been said about propaganda and how well it
matches what lawyers themselves tell us their pretended “laws™

really are:

b
k-

“As generally understood, propaganda is opin-
ion expressed for the purpose of influencing
actions of individuals or groups ... Propaganda

. thus differs fundamentally from scientific analy-
sis. The propagandist tries to “put something
across,” good or bad. The scientist does not try
to put anything acress; he devotes his life to the
discovery of new facts and principles. The pro-
pagandist seldom wants careful scrutiny and
criticism; his object is to bring about a specific
action. The scientist, on the other hand, is
always prepared for and wants the most careful
scrutiny and criticism of his facts and ideas.
Science flourishes on criticism. Dangerous
propaganda crumbles before it.” — Alfred
MclLung Lee & Elizabeth Bryant Lee, The Fine
Art of Propaganda, 1939 (emphasis mine).

Could you imagine using the same tactics as bureaucrats

to sell lemonade as a kid? Come to think of it, if you sold it the

same way you wouldn't really have to have any actual lemonade
to sell would you? You could just “command” the other children
to accept your “mental conception” there was some refreshing
lemonade they had to buy from you whether they wanted to or
not because it was for the "good of the whole™ neighborhood. If
you were really enterprising then you could allow other kids to
do the same by setting up a “licensing” scheme franchise (like
“state bars”) whereby you could sit back and just collect a cut
from each “licensee” in exchange for your “protection” of their
exclusive “license” to sell “real” lemonade. The kids could also
be told that they had to buy “lemonade” from “licensed” ven-
dors approved by you or they might get cheated because you
always maintain strict standards of lemonade purity to “protect”
them. This analogy has more similarities to “state” run protec-
tion rackets than you may care to know,



“Commanding™ me to believe in any “mental concep-
tion,” whether it be a “city” or a “corporation” is really no dif-
ferent than “commanding” me to believe in Santa Claus, the
Tooth Fairy or the Easter Bunny. hfact.ﬂmhwhatlmwtmv

the flow of the quote:

“Today’s new rule emphasizes the dominance of
the Easter Bunny, a creature of the legal imagi-
pation. FN2" State Tax Commission of Utah v.
Aldrich, 316 U.S. 174,187 (1942) (emphasis mine).

EN2  *The Easter Bumny is defined by John
Marshall as ‘AN ARTIFICIAL BEING, invisible,
intangible, and existing only in contemplation
ef law.'

Woodward, 4 Wheat. 518, 636. The New York
C“m“fﬁppﬂﬁi‘-‘ﬂimd ThEﬂtﬂery,
however, js

congeption shall be clothed swith power.” People
v. Knapp, 206 N.Y. 373, 381, 99 N.E. 841, 844,
AnnCas. 19148, 243. [Footnote 2] (emphasis
mine, with my addition of Easter Bunny for cor-
poration).

How do you “clothe” an idea with power anyway? It's
not the particuler “mental conception” | am being forced to
accept; it's being forced to accept a “mental conception” that's
the issue. Change your perception for a moment; do you want to be
forced to believe in a religion? Would you personally force
someone else to believe in your chosen religion? Does your
neighbor have the right to force you to believe in a certain reli-
gion? To help understand this

just liken politics to a religion.

It doesn’t matter if it's a “dty, " state,” “nation,” the

Easter Bunny, Santa Claus, Vishnu, Zeus, Horus, or Muhammad,

I don’t want to be forced or “commanded” to believe in anything.
If likening politics to a religion is too uncomfortable for you, then

think of politics as a mythology because if is a mythology.

If you ever wonder if a bureaucrat has the right to do

something, then just ask yourself this question:

Does my next-door neighbor have a right to do
this to me?

If he doesn’t, then his pretended delegates, deputics,

.gzars, ministers, secretaries, and servants don’t either. It's that
m

An obvious question here is why would an idea, religion,
myth or hallucination have to be imposed by force? Maybe
because that's the only way rational people will not only accept

‘the idea, but also to act on the idea as if they actually believe it.

Violence is the means byn'i:i:hl:heinuﬂm]
get the rational to act.

What if, like the “mental conception” called the Easter

 Bunny, I choose not to accept the idea that I'm within a “state” or

a “city?” What are the implications? First, it would be safe to
‘assume that no one is willing to murder me because | don’t
‘believe in the Easter Bunny. The very opposite is true when it
‘comes to bureaucrats, Bureaucrats actually believe they have a
“right” to kill you if you refuse to accept their “mental concep-
tions,” be it a “city” or the Tooth Fairy, it really doesn’t matter. I

~ you don't believe this read Article | § 2 of the Nevada

Constitution, directly below; it is also available online at



hitp:/ /www leg state.nv.us/Const/NVConst html. This is such
a gem of political doublespeak and statist nonsense that | have to
include it in this book about political myths:

“All political power is inherent in the people| |
Gﬂmmmﬂisimﬁmwdfarﬂmmmsﬁm—
rity and benefit of the people; and they have the
right to alter or reform the same whenever the
public good may require it. But the Paramount
Aﬂgﬁarmdemﬂﬁmiﬁdmmﬂwﬁdeml
Government in the exercise of all it
Constitutional powers as the same have been or
may be defined by the Supreme Court of the
Umhdﬂihxmmpummdshmuupmple
of this or any other State of the Federal Union to
dissolve their connection therewith or perform
any act tending to impair, subvert, or resist the
Supreme Authority of the Government of the
United States. The Constitution of the United
Stales confers full power on the Federal
Gnvmmmuhnmaintﬂnandi'mpetumilseﬁs-
tance [existence], and whensoever any portion of
ﬂt&ﬂﬁmpmp!eﬂmdaﬂﬂnpthsem
from the Federal Union, or forcibly resist the
Execution of its laws, the Federal Government
may, by warrant of the Constitution, employ
armed foree in compelling obedience to its
Authority.” (Emphasis mine).

nh_ﬁamquarmm. Here, the
“gnmmt"hmidmmﬂmpmpkwhnmufaueged@rﬂw
mwmhmwwﬁm&hmpv
port without armed forces compelling obedience. Wikich osne is
it? Both cannot be true. How many people do you know that are
Wﬂ]ingmﬁﬂﬂﬁir'bm"ilmttukwpﬁrirjuh? Is your job so
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: to kill your boss to stay
important you feel it's necessary .
employed? Il!ﬁakmalpmp#umt‘gfﬁgﬂmr]fha. hﬁwad
of a “going out of business” sale, politicians start a “war against

unemployment” Can you imagine a political party that might

use the following speeches and campaign slogans?

“Yes Sir, vote for me and, once in office, if you
dare withdraw your support, we'll kill every last
one of you if we have to! But, vote for me any-
myhecaum,ﬂmaﬂmrguywiﬂhﬂymfﬂralnt
lesst”

=“Vote for me, Joe Bureaucrat, cuz’ ‘Bab
Bureaucrat will kill you for doing a lot less.

Politicians are not only willing tom-malhgmbi
:ﬁhkﬁpﬁﬂ:jﬂh,mﬂ:mdmhmuﬁtmuﬁ;mm
intent in their own “constitutions.” Tl'listypeufn?mmt
“hidden. Ynuﬁngdﬁﬁnnmﬂtﬁbtmimwl??im}hm It'smf;
-ﬁingfmaﬂawhﬁﬂﬁwﬂaww,hmﬁ.sqm;:m‘lm
l!:n!'puhilcsmrmt" {bureaucrats) to kill their so-called “sover-
cigns.” ]ustl‘mwmunymt}n}'wﬂ]ingmkﬂtnstay?ployed
anyway? 50%, 75%, 90%?7? hrﬂkenpinmh?ﬂtall"ul ﬂt.]m:b-
“ably didn’t write that section of the Nevada mnsﬁtr.llinn

Think about this: If men, women and dhildren do not
mmmmmpm(fmmm:&ﬂ
“any longer some bureaucrats will murder as many .
they have to in order to keep their jobs. Isﬂw!fair'? Isﬂﬂlmr::
kalling children just to keep a job? {spm-hdpihm!h}puhhcsmt
imwtantpmphﬂnuldbemmdemdfm‘drﬁifﬂngﬁ:qﬂ.
and live a peaceful life? D:’dym-mmymhmmﬂ:;n mnshl‘:
tion ™ about a trial? Fenﬁuﬂy“riﬂuiﬂwingmppmhfmmd

worse than being a terrorist for goodness aﬂke;allm:tmmdhur
terrorists get a mock trial before they’re shot. Did you catc
contradiction here? What about the fifth amendment and due



process? lsn’t that by “warrant of the Constitution?” Armed
force without the nuisance of a “trial.” That's why 1 write it's not
about protection, it's about obedience.

And what about the part about “protection?” Doesn’t
that sound familiar? You're going to be “protected” whether you
want it or not? And let’s not overlook the offer you am't refuse;
“employ armed force in compelling obedience to its Authority.”
Apparently Luca Brasi doesn’t sleep with the fishes after all.
Maybe the above “constitution” should read:

of the States, or people thereof attempt to secede,
ie, peaceably withdraw support from the
Federal Union, or forcibly resist the Execution of
its laws Le., mere opinions, delusions and fan-
tasies, the Federal Government may, by warrant
of the Constitution, an unsigned wriften instru-
ment, employ armed force ie, shoot mem,
women and children down, like dogs in the
street, in compelling obedience to its Authority.

All political power is inherent in the people, as
long as “the people” means bureaucrats.
Government is instituted by bureancrats for the
protection, security and benefit of the people
whether they want it or not; and they have the
right to alter or reform the same whenever the
public good may require it just as long as no
bureaucrat is put out of a job. But the
Paramount (real) Allegiance of every citizen Le,
slave, serf, peon, is due to the men and women
prefending to be a so-called Federal
Government in the exercise of all its
Constitutional powers as the same have been or
may be defined by the Supreme Court of the
United States; and no power exists in the people
of this or any other State of the Federal Union to
dissolve their connection therewith or perform
any act tending to impair, subvert, or resist the
Supreme Authority of the Government of the
United States. The Constitution of the United
States, although just a mere written instrument
no one ever bothered to sign, somehow confers
full power, how, we don't know, on the Federal
Government to maintain and Perpetuate its exis-
tance fexistence], and whensoever any portion
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If it's true that all political power is inherent in the peo-
ple, and they choose to peaceably withdraw their support, would
they not at the same time be withdrawing their alleged political
powers from the so-called “ government?” If so, then under what
pretense or “Authority” would the “Federal Government” be
“exercising?” If the people just didn’t support them anymore,
then by what prefended "authority” would they “employ armed
force?”

Getting back to the “mental conception” and its applica-
tion in my traffic cases, let's say, for example, | am traveling safe-
ly down the street without a so-called “license plate” on my car.
1 am not “speeding™ or causing any danger to anyone and a
“cop” gets behind me and puts his emergency lights on. The
“cop” certainly accepts the “mental conception” or opinion that
when his lights are turned on, the person in front of him is sup-
- posed to stop. However, like the idea of an Easter Bunny, I don’t
“accept this “mental conception” and continue minding my own
business.

What will the “cop” do? More than likely he is going to
either threaten me somehow with physical violence or he'll just
start using physical violence to stop me on his own. Either way,
if 1 don’t stop he will probably increase the physical violence
until | am stopped, including calling additional armed troops
mare commonly known as “backup.” Some of their cars may
JEVET Fam My car.



Once stopped, | will more than likely be approached by
several “cops,” each pointing a loaded firearm directly at my
head. Once their firearms are drawn they are fully prepared to
murder (kill) me where I sit. Just ask a “cop” and he’ll confirm
this. At this point it no longer matters that | didn’t have a seat-
belt on, no, | have done firr, far worse. 1 failed to accept a bureau-
crat’s “mental conceptions” by stopping. This is usually taken as
a personal affront to their “right” to dominate me. Now they're
really pissed off.

Failing to accept a “mental conception” certainly war-
rants the use of violence, doesn’t it? After all, isn't violence an
acceptable way to get people to believe the same as you? Isn'tit
“legal?” Itisin “Legal land.”

Let's put this in another context: Obviously, no one can
really force me to believe in the Easter Bunny, but | can be forced
to act on Hhis belief by coloring and hiding eggs at gunpoint, can’t
I? There is a world of difference between believing something
and acting as if you do. Compare this to a traffic “trial” because
that’s how bureaucrats operate; you don't have to believe there is
a "state” but you will perform as though there is one by getting
a “license,” filing a “tax return,” putting your children in “state”
run propaganda mills called public schools ete.

For example, a “cop” accuses me or anyone else of being
within a “city” and “failing to provide ID.” This "cop” might as
well accuse me of being in Bunnyland and failing to color and
hide eggs. In both cases “mental conceptions” are being used.
How should such an accusation (opinion) be responded to, if at
all? If there were no physical violence to back it up | would just
walk away laughing from this delusional anti-social individual.

On the other hand, if | responded at all T might say, “I'm
sorry but 1 don’t believe in the Easter Bunny.” The “cop” would
probably respond that that doesn’t matter. Only his belief matters
because of his gun and his willingness to use it lo get me to act as if his
fantasy were real. Regardless of my belief though, he not only
believes in the Easter Bunny, he also believes he represenis the
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Easter Bunny and, because he thinks I'm somehow in Bunnyland
with him, I must color eggs and hide them, or get shot. My fail-
ure to merely play along with his delusion will result in the tak-
ing of my time and money (a "fine”), or could result in my death.
And I'm sure statists would not see anything wrong with such a
cold-blooded murder and say, "He should have just colared
those eggs.”

In this context, it's very easy to see the "cop” for what he
is. He's a man with a gun expressing opinions with no factual
support. And, without facts to support those opinions, his
beliefs are pure fantasy. In that case it really doesn’t matter if he
accuses me of being within a “city” or Bunmyland because both
are mere “mental conceptions” with no tangible existence out-
side of the head of the “legislator” to which all of this nonsense
can be traced back. And why does the “cop” rely on this “leg-
islative” gibberish? Because he gels a paycheck, a gun, a neat looking
badge and gets to dominate other people with impunity, On the other
hand, there is nothing stopping me from actually believing I'min
Bunnyland and just colering eggs or paying whatever “fine” the
“judge” demands I pay.

However, getting back to the traffic stop, let's imagine
they ask me wiy | didn't stop. What could [ say to such a ques-
tion? | could say I didn’t realize I was supposed to stop. They
could then tell me they put their lights on and | was supposed to
stop (this is another great example of a “non sequitur”). Then |
might ask them why 1 should stop because they put their lights
on. Whatever their response is I could then tell them that, like
the “mental conception” (idea) of the Easter Bunny, | don't
believe in such a thing. The bottom line here is this:

Bureaucrats use physical violence to force you
to act on their “mental conceptions,” mere
ideas in their heads, whether you believe them
or not.

[ T ™



lfyﬂudm'titﬁemﬂﬁs.uemnﬁmeﬂuﬂrﬁghhmm
on behind your car, if you don't want half a dozen or more loaded
firearms pointed at you, you will stop your car. And most people
know this is true. Yﬂmbeﬁeisareiuﬂnntim]mrhm,ordyﬂw
beﬁefsafﬂwnmwiﬂlﬁwgmaminm I like how Jim
Robertson put it:

“Co-equal decision-making vs. following orders
and submission - Bureaucrats follow orders.
They believe in giving orders to other bureau-
crats. If you are not a fellow bureaucrat, you are
even lower in status in their eyes. You need to
be told what to do, how to earn your money,
huwtnspuﬂymn-mmey,whansa'afefmjmu.
and =0 on. Bureaucrats believe that most peo-
ple are like children, who need to be told what
to do and punished for not following orders.
You respect the viewpoint of others, and their

that their viewpoint is an order that you must
follow. You regard no person as your slave, nor
any person as your master. Bureaucrats believe
that they have authority to give you orders, and
that you must be punished if you disagree. They
believe your life, money, and body are theirs to
regulate and use as they decide. Bureaucrats
hate those who respect the viewpoints and deci-
sions of others in a meaningful way." — How
Bureaucrats Think And How To Leap Across Them
by Jim Robertson (emphasis mine).

This leads us to a fundamental question: If physical vio-

hmeiﬁmedmfwmmmmmuphﬂmﬂmhumybemg
within a “city,” then why not use physical vialence to farce me to
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accept all the other opinions and “mental conceptions™ such as
the opinion | am “guilty of not wearing a seatbelt” in order to
avoid a so-called “trial?” What is the “substantive” difference
between the two, if any? In other words, why not just drop the

pretense?

What is the point of having a “trial” when vio-
lence is the basis of how they interact with

youa?

It seems inconsistent at best, that they should use physi-
cal violence to make me accept their opinion that 1 am “required”
get a “driver’s license™ but they still put me through a “trial” to
convince me 1 am somehow “guilty of driving without a driver’s
license.” Why not be consistent and use physical violence open-
ly to have me accept all of their opinions? A so-called “trial” is
unnecessary because bureaucrats do business by coercive means and
do not require my consent for anything they intend on doing, not
according to me, but according to them.

Before you think this is too critical of bureaucrats and
that physical violence is “a necessary evil” to provide valuable
services, consider this

When was the last time you were forced to pay
the operating expenses for Burger King?

Probably never. You have always been completely free to
patronize any other fast food business and to even forego fast
food entirely. Do you consider physical violence to be a legiti-
mate method of doing business? This is not to say, or to even
suggest, that violence under any “flag” political banner, or
“crime family” is a legitimate way of doing business. It is not.
But, serivusly:

What is the factual difference between a
“state” and a protection racket?



Don’t say, “one is legal, the other is not” because that is
not a factual difference. That's only a different label: “legal” vs.
“illegal.” The only real difference is that physical violence is not
used as openly because politicians are trying to maintain a pre-
tense of faimess. Indeed, they must maintain a pretense of fair-
ness because it's the only thing separating them from their “non-
legal” counterparts. The second, more subtle difference, is that
coercive “states” utilize more effective public relations on their
victims, starting from childhood, with compulsory tax (theft)
funded schools. What would your children think of the mob if
they were forced into schools run by the mob from the age of five
to eighteen? What did Hitler say about children?

This is why it really doesn’t matter whether I am within
the “stale” or not. The only real issue is the violence used to force
me to believe their “mental conceptions” or act as if I do.

Bureaucrats use physical violence to get you to comply.
Mare to the point, they use violence to actually get you #o felp
them fleece you because, without your “help,” doing their jobs
would become virtually impossible. To demonstrate this is true,
mﬁ&rﬁrnmmlwhnlnhﬁ&&kpmﬂhﬁﬂmyﬂiﬂm
peacefully refuse to help the "cop”™ in any way. 1 do not stop the car
on my own when the lights come on, | refuse to stand up and be
hmﬁuﬂed,!mﬁmetﬂwa]kmﬂwirﬁrwhdpﬂmmgetmein
etc. What would “cops” do in such a case? How much more dif-
ficult would their “jobs” be if I simply refused to help them?
How much more pialence would they use? Consider the added
manpower that would be needed. 1don’t resist them; I just don't
help them. After all, they believe the “mental conception™ they
have the right to control my life and property without my consent,
right? OK., [ won't disagree or resist you, but go ahead, do your job

[N

If ym'dun'l need my consent then, apparently
you don’t need my voluntary assistance either.
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Imagine what would happen if 100,000 people in any
major “city” took the so-called “license” plate off their cars and
refused to stop when “cops” put their lights on. This alone could
effectively stop traffic tickets from being written.

Bureaucrats don’t bother asking for permassion but they cer-
tainly need the help of their vichims. Without it, their violent “adver-
sary system” (as lawyers call it) would collapse under its own
dead weight and no amount of new “laws” could change that
either if enough people just don’t accept their “mental concep-
tions” any longer. What would the politicians do, pass a “law”
making apatiny a crime? And if they did who would care?

“Evil tyrants require, indeed they depend upon,
willing and unwilling accomplices — good peo-
ple who would never think of harming a soul
themselves. Lenin called such people “useful
idiots.”” What | Have Learned From The Twenticth
Century, Mike Vanderboegh.

“From all these indignities, such as the very
beasts of the field would not endure, you can
deliver yourself if you try, not by taking action,
but merely by willing to be free. Resolve to
serve no more, and you are at once freed. 1 do
not ask that you place your hands upon the
tyrant to topple him over, but merely that you
support him no longer; then vou will behold
him, ke a great colossus whose pedestal has
been pulled away, fall of his own weight and
break into pieces.” Etienne de la Boetie,
Discourse on Voluntary Servitude (emphasis
mine}.

Also, aside from not helping a bureaucrat, what would
happen if bureaucrats could not initiate the use of physical vio-



lence? How could a bureaucrat such as a traffic "cop”™ do his job
if he could not initiate the use of physical violence? They would
have a real problem on their hands at that point in tirne because
their very jobs depend on violence.

Jurisdiction is control.

Stripped of all political jargon and legal gibberish, “juris-
diction” is control over men, women and children.  It's what
groups of men and women pretending to be “governments” do.
They “govern” and “govern” is controk: “govern. To direct and

control; to regulate; to resirain; to manage..” Ballenting’s Law

Dictionary, page 530. They violently “regulate,” control and
dominate other men, women and children. This can be observed
even by us "uneducated” laymen,

Think about this for a moment, have you ever seen a
“government?” Can you hit a “government” with a rock? What
exactly is “government?” The lay answer is, that is, just the facts:
a “government” is one man controlling another without the lat-
ter's freely given consent.  Everything else is just opinions to fus-
tify violently taking control of someone else’s life, viz., slavery
under the guise of “protection.” Remember the Yick Wo case
cited earlier?

It would be foolish to deny they control me, al least, to a
degree, unless, of course, swift and blinding violence against
myself is an objective. If | refuse to cooperate, even peacefully,
they will use whatever physical violence is necessary to meet
their end goal. If I don't stop my car when the “cop” flips his
lights on, he will eventually use his car to stop me. Having done
so, he'll um up to my car screaming at me fo get out with his
firearm pointed directly at my head ready to murder not a peace-
ful human being, but what he now believes is a “criminal™ or a
“perp.” See the sick frony in such a situation? The “cop” is the
a soul is somehow the criminal. Yeah, | can hear it now, “He

should have stopped his car..” That's righl, blame the victim,
Reminds me of the lawyer argument that a rape victim should
not have dressed a certain way. | guess he had it coming to him,

However, getting back to the "cop” as a witness, I'll also
ask the “cop” if he had “jurisdiction” over me during the traffic
stop, yes, or no? 1 also ask what “jurisdiction” is faciually, The
blank stare [ get as a “response” is the cue for the “cop’s” lawyers
to jump to the rescue. To help him out 1 might also ask him if he
had control over me during the stop. Despite this being a legal
conclusion, the lawyers playing "prosecutor” and "judge” will
allow it, and he’ll probably answer yes because, if he is without
jurisdiction, the case should be over. You'd be surprised, no,
shocked, to see just how far some of these altruistic “honorable”
lawyers will go to keep a case from being thrown out. If, how-
ever, he is not permitted to answer, | again suggest it may be con-
sistent with the rules of evidence to strike his testimony, includ-
ing the ticket.

If he testifies that he did have jurisdiction or control, 1
ask, “did you ask for my permission?” He will proudly deny that
he most certainly did not. This question is mostly for psychologi-
! reasons. | want him to assist me in exposing his true violent
nature so [ pump him up with pride. In fact, | want him to smar{
back at me with contempt:

I'm a cop you little puké 1don’t need your per-
mission to do anything!

I want his true nature exposed because it contradicts any
pretense of fairness and good faith. If what is being done to me
s based upon violence, then it's not being done in good faith and
is certainly not fair. Anyone who equates physical violence with
good faith has serious psychological problems and is not a stable
person anyone should try and reason with, even if they are “res-
idenis” in “Legal Land.” No one can get a fair trial from such a
person.
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ﬂmeitisnutin&eapmﬂulitmnﬁwﬁmy'pu-

uimiun.mrwnuttﬂsrequjmd,tasktﬁnL'G.K.,uﬂmmanphys-

ical violence, please tell me, factually, the nature and basis of this
Mﬂcﬂmmﬂm&ﬂynﬁmw,m,m}thmymmfﬂ
it” Thisisnﬂgrﬁgmheanswmmwﬂhgmdm One
in particular is that he was just beating his chest because he does-
n't need my permission to do anything. If he even offers a
mﬁpﬂlﬁwﬂ%{lﬁwm’tj,&mlwﬁhuﬁmﬂthﬂiﬂg
impeached as a witness for his inconsistent testimony. At this
point the cross-examination is over and it hasn’t lasted more than
a couple of minutes.

It is always interesting fo ask them at what particular
point in fime this “jurisdiction” was acquired because this will
reaﬂ}*mimlhr"cup‘ﬂndtwﬂ!awympmtecﬁ:ghimh!ﬂnm
think. Wasitbefmhaawm,IMyardsmvayetc. These ques-
&mmv&ydlfﬁcu]ttugﬂmtnfmﬂm‘iudge‘ will probably
not permit his sidekick, the “cop,” to answer. That's fine
because:

“*** ‘la] denial of cross-examination without
waiver ** would be constitutional error of the
ﬁltmgﬂhadt-andmmﬁshnwingaf
want of prejudice would cure it Brookhart o,
Janis, 384 US 1, 3 (emphasis mine).

I'once had a “cop,” in a pre-trial deposition, tell me his
“badge” was his “authority” over me. Isaid, “Really, is that piece
of metal magic? Can | put your badge on and have jurisdiction
over you?” What is ironic is that he accused me of mocking him.
Iwmﬁerifh:'nhnbelizma”ﬂﬁwﬁ“wmﬁdnﬂeiﬁmi‘ﬁng,'
or a scalpel makes him a brain surgeon?

I may help the “cop” out by asking, “is*your “jurisdic-
tion” over me based upon your coercion or based on my freely
given consent? If he says, “coercion,” 1 can then ask him, “do
you equate coercion with good faith and fairness?” This is a

great @Eﬂiﬂnlhauemmhdmwemdbmmﬂnymﬂﬂﬂ

. answering would open up too big a can of worms for them.

For example, I worked with someone in Phoenix with

regards o a “Department of Revenue” hearing. The woman

spepresenting” the “Director” lestified to being qualified to draw
Jegal conclusions and having “jurisdicion” over a friend 1 was
helping. The “hearing officer,” a lawyer, agreed. He asked the
- woman if this alleged “jurisdiction” was acquired by his consent
and! she answered, “no.” He then asked her if she equated coer-
mﬁmsmdfaimandﬂm'hmtngnfﬁm'{wmmmpn:
wm'mmdm']wmldmtaﬂnwhutﬂmwerm:me
iﬂedfwa'hgalmrﬂm' Huh??? 1can always count ona
pureaucrat to contradict themselves. This is because the outcome
to that predetermined outcome. Remember the “magic bullet
M#&ém{aﬂm “Warren Commission?” e
qumﬁmm'mmwmmmf
based on my consent, does it extend to the Cayman Islands?
Think about this for a minute. If his control over me is not based
upon my consent then why can’t he follow me to the Cayman
a::ﬂﬂmgondpdmﬂmtywmny:wthME
this: If the “cop’s” so-called “jurisdiction” is really just coercion
ﬂdﬁwﬁﬂﬁdauﬂmﬂhmmﬂingmduhiﬂmnymibd
“constitution,” a mere written instrument no one ever bothered to

- sign.

1f 1 don't accept his opinion he has “jurisdiction” over
me, then this doesn’t matter does it? He'Tl just use whatever
Mﬂvmmwmnﬂmm.mmﬂ
Iﬁﬂmhawuﬁﬂntﬁmnrtﬁmbuﬁwetﬁ:n Tt‘ushmnnth-
h:glndﬂwﬂirlmmumdguudfaﬂh.lhemymhmnlpmple
interact with each other. Given that fact, why is a so-called
“trial” necessary? My inputis irrelevant and nok required andﬂl‘:
has probably told me this already. What has changed after
traffic stop?
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This applies equally to the “judge’s” opinions. He con-
trols my life without my freely given consent. In other words, his
so-called “jurisdiction” is not based on coercion, i s coercion. |
may not believe his opinion that he has any “jurisdiction” over
me but because the “cops” at his disposal blindly accept that he
does, | have to act as if he does also or get shot.

Because he uses violence and threats of violence, e.g, a
so-called “warrant” for my arrest to ensure my presence in “his”
building, then why doesn’t he use the same level of open vio-
lence to ensure 1 just pay the fine he wants to impose and just
skip the whole damn “trial?” What is “fair” and “just™ about vio-
lence? It's bad public relations.

As previously stated, bureaucrats must maintain a false
perception of faimess and good faith because if they don't they
will be seen for who and what they really are. They don’t want
their true nature to be seen because people would withdraw their
support, and no amount of threats, from the Nevada constitution
ar otherwise, would keep those politicians in power. This is why
there are even more lawyers doing business as “appeals courts”
who “review” a “judge’s” actions to “ensure” that a pretense of
fairness is maintained by the lower court “judge.” That is to say,
the trial “judge” used good PR. If not, the case could be sent back
{(“remanded”) back to that “judge.” Not to administer justice
however, but to make the theft of my time and property look good.

This is why | put burcaucrats on the spot. If none of this
has to do with my-consent, then why is a so-called “trial” even
necessary? What is a "trial” supposed to accomplish when they
cana!wayahme[’mmand”}mhmptihﬂhnpinm
{“mental conceptions”) anyway?

Look at the inconsistency here. The following opinions
{lies) are not subject to my challenge or consent:

I must have a “license plate” on my car.
1 must stop my car for a “cop.”
I must comply with a “cop’s” orders.

| must appear within “their” building.
1 am within their “state.”
I am within their “city.”

] am subject to their “jurisdiction ”

Then, at “trial,” only one opinion appears (under their
Wtﬂbﬁﬂtﬁ}mﬁtﬂdﬂw

1 am “guilty” of not having a "license plate” on
my car.

I But if T cannot challenge the opinion I need the plate

~ on my car, then can’t you see this cruel game is rigged from the
 start? Can you see the difference between this and a case of rape?

Eﬁinanpemeﬂwymmvmg:ceﬂamactmmmmdm
mdtnpnmngwlmhrlmuhuhm!mthe written will”

 of individuals 1 have never met What makes this particular

WMydﬁfHﬁiﬁnmﬂ\enﬁﬂopuﬂwlwaﬁfmtﬂ
“accept? One thing;: the pretense of a fuir trial necessary to maintain
good public relations. My “challenge” is superficial at best, and for
appearance only. That is why the “cop” can throw out opinion
‘after opinion ad nauseam and, when | ask him to provide the facts
those opinians are based on, both of his lmwyers, the  prosecutor”
”ilﬂ*ﬂt'hdga will not permit him to testify.

1f 1 can be forced to accept one “mental concep-
tion” then | can be forced to accept any “mental
conceptions” whatsoever.

The point here is the violence. If they can quite literally
force me to accept, and act, upon the mere “mental conception”
that I am “within" a “state” then they can force me to accept and
act on the “mental conception” there is a Tooth Fairy and have
‘me place teeth under my pillow as a result.



Your geographic location determines which
fantasy (“laws”) you're forced to accept.

I know some lawyers might hear that and say, “That's
ridiculous to compare a state or a city to the Tooth Fairy. You're
mixing apples and oranges Marc” My first response is, what if
the apposite were true? Is it possible that what's ridiculous is label-
ing a man a “citizen” as if that label in and of ifself now means this
hapless victim no longer has control over his own life and prop-
erty? That he must also pay for this “privilege” of being violent-
ly dominated? That if he doesn’t pay then he’ll get locked in a
cage? Thinking you may forcibly control another person for no
other reason than labeling yourself a “government” and your
victim a “citizen” is what is ridiculous. Plainly described, this is
unrighteous dominion. The enslavement of men, women and
children of African decent was itself a form of “government.”

My second response is | have not described a “city” as a
“mental conception.” No, as shown previously, that was a gang
of “honorable” lawyers when I cited a “Supreme Court™ opinion
called: State Tax Commission of Litah v. Aldrich, 316 US. 174, 187
(1942). Who would deny the Tooth Fairy is a “creature of the ...
imagination?” The Tooth Fairy and a “city” are both “mental
conceptions” whether lawyers agree or not.  The only “substan
tive” difference between a “city” and the Tooth Fairy is the lack
nfwudmhungmedtnﬁxmmtnameptandaﬂupﬂnﬂm
existence of a Tooth Fairy.

Lawyers may look at the Aldrich quote and just sneer,
“Oh, that is just dictum anyway.” And who am | to argue with
that? Everything peliticians have is dictum and gpimion; the only
difference between dictum is the violence used to ram it down
my throat. Lawyers wanting to be “judges” have dictum enoy.
Even the “cop” spews forth dictum as well as the attorney with
the robe; there is no difference exéept far the violence behind
each one.

That is why it is so important nof to disagree with “hon-

orable” lawyers or other well armed bureaucrats. It makes no
sense to argue with people who use violence to do business. As
the maxim goes, “contra negantem principia non est disputan-
dum.” In other words, it is useless to argue with one who denies
principles.

I don't argue. Instead, | let them sacrifice
either their use of physical violence or their
pretense of good faith and fairness.

A good example was a “court case” [ was involved with
in Arizona. [ arrived at the building for the so-called “arraign-
ment” very early and took a seat beside some friends. | always
get there early so [ can note the “judge’s” demeanor.

Despite being kind and patient with everyone before me,
he “lost it” when it was my turn, | handed him a copy of a pro-
posed “plea of guilty.” All | had to do was sign it and have the
“release bond” (ransom) assigned to cover the “fine.” This
“judge” went nuts because | said | was intending to plead guilty
and I just wanted to know the nature and cause of the charges
and proceedings. This is the only way a plea of guilty may be
accepted under rule 17 of the Arizona Rules of Criminal
Procedure: “a plea of guilty or no conlest may be accepted only
if voluntarily and intelligently made.”

He refused to tell me anything and screamed for securi-
ty to come in. | asked him, “What rules, if any, apply to these
proceedings?” This only made him angrier and is probably the
reason why the security guard appeared so confused about why
he was called and for who. 1 then asked the “judge.” “Do the
Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure apply?” He lost all
patience and entered a "plea” for me and told me to “wait for a
pre-trial date.” | then asked the security guard standing next to
me, “What can be done if the judge is breaking the law?” He
answered, "Oh, he’s the judge, he can do whatever he wants.” If
you doubt this, then just go to any “court” and ask a “cop” or



“security guard” the same question. Then I said, “Really? What
if he takes out 4 gun and starts shooting people?” He replied,
“Well, he can’t do that.” | responded, “Great, now we've drawn
a line in the sand and we know that he em’t do whatever he
wants, let's see if he crossed the line this time.” He was not
amused at all.

The last thing | asked the “judge” was, “Is there evidence
of a complaining party here?” This was all he could take, his face
went crimson and he called the “police” to have me thrown out
of “his court.” What is iromic is that this “judge” said | was a dif-
ficult man to deal with. Imagine that, he resorts to violence
because | asked a question and, here, I'm the difficult one, Irony,
it seems, is not lost on bureaucrats. It's also ironic because
“iudﬁ”msuppmedmbeuf‘gmdnmﬂthﬁw'andw
their jobs through “good behavior.” Do you equate “good moral
dwxﬁér'wﬂhgeﬂh&gvﬁeﬂbmummasksaqmsﬁm?

Another example involved a “judge” that was not alsca
lawyer. Most are. | came in and sat down at the defendant’s
table with my books. The “judge” suggested | come up to the
bench. 1said 1 would prefer to sit at the table where | could take
notes. He “flipped out” and started screaming at me to come up
to the beneh or he would “throw” me in jail. 1 told him again, “1
prefer to sit at the defendant’s table.” Tt was at this point in time
he noticed my friend Dinah was videotaping him. He screamed
at her to stop but she just kept on taping. To my great disap-

puintmentwehterfmmduutshewnsmtmmﬂyremrding.

The “judge” threw several books at me and then ran off the
bench in disgust. 1t was hilurious. I filed a complaint with the
typically useless “Judicial Conduct Commission” and this
“indge” was “retired.” I write “useless” because most com-
plairmml]utmmmhﬂimmrﬁtakmm—lmtﬂly. It's about as
ﬂiﬂﬂﬂdpﬂinﬂm'ﬂﬁﬂﬂngﬂcﬂmp[ﬂiﬂﬂgﬁlﬁtalﬂWFHWﬁhﬂw
“bar.”

Thﬂhagmdrm&ﬂtwhyaremﬂiismrd}rknpﬁnmfa
fic courts. What happens in cases I am involved with never
hﬂveaanydwhinﬂlﬂmhﬁlhufwa]mmpmntwhﬂhgning
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on, that is, & really bad dog and peny show. "Judges” always sacri-
fice any semblance of good faith and faimess. Each one usually
resorts to violence in the first instance:

“Violence is the last refuge of the incompetent.”
Isaac Asimov, Foundation trilogy, The Mayors
book 1, part IT.

Violence is what happens when a bureaucrat feels
they’re losing their control and dominance over you. They tend
to find this extremely frustrating. 1've noticed that bureaucrats
don't treat people as humans to be reasoned with and certainly
not as equals. “Cops” treat people like animals during traffic
stops; their victims have no rights and must blindly follow their
“orders.” W's important to keep in mind that bureaucrats,
especially “cops,” are trained to dominate and “be in control of
situations,” or at least to believe they are supposed to be. Just ask
any “cop.” If they feel they're losing control on a traffic stop
they'll call "back up” and threaten to hurt you in order to
maintain control. During a “traffic stop” in Arizona | asked the
cop,” “Except for physical violence, what is the nature of your
jurisdiction over me.” His response? He looked real puzzled,
stuttered a bit and then “ordered” me to stay where | was and
called “back-up.” This same individual swore | was within a
“eity” and yet he didn’t know what a “city” is. | like what Jim
Robertson said about individuals like this;

“Not being “in control of those we have author-
ity to give orders to” strikes at the very core of
their jobs and their reason for living, They
resent it They believe their purpose in life is to
smash an iron fist in the face of anyome who
they perceive is “infringing on their right to con-
trol you.” How Buremucrais Think And How To
mmm-brfmmm[mhﬁs



On a traffic stop, the “cop” believes he is in control so |
have to do whatever he demands or else. If he wants to see my
”hﬂmudmsinraﬁm"&mimuﬂobegﬁnmﬂﬂwi&m
question or gef shot. After all, he owns me and what I thought was
“my life” is now his to control. Just ask any “cop” who's in con-
hvldmirrgan?mfﬁcﬁtupamﬁwy'ﬂtcllymuifsmuhﬂynm
the one considered a so-called “perp” that's for sure.

denyuultﬁnka'mp'wmldrqmdii.ithduf
ﬂhﬂy&gﬂghﬁm&mlcﬂmﬁm*ﬁmmmnnﬁeﬂ
to establish what my relationship with you is, if any, before we go
any further.” No “cop” or “judge” T have encountered has ever
answered this question beyond, *I'macop” or “I'm the judge.”
A:nﬂnrqumﬁnni&."ﬂxnﬂemimhdulhawtuﬂbeyymm
if so, why?” More than likely he will respond by threatening vio-
lence right away or “forthwith.” He will inform me that he will
~arrest” and cage me, excuse me, take me to juil. Qur “relation-
ship” is based on violence. | am not in control nor an equal. The
“cop” is in control and he took that control without my freely
given consent.

Sedrqghwhedm*tmed,mdmﬂmkcdfm.my
consent, what are the limitations on the “cop’s” actions and why?
The “cop” can do whatever he wants with impunity. The only
ﬂyintﬁsninhnﬂdhhisprmdgmdfﬁﬂthisplblkrda—
tions scheme must be maintained. So what you have here is a
relationship based on violence that is commonly accepted as
legitimate. If it’s legitimate for a “cop” to control me without my
consent, then can a “cop” ever go too far? Apparently [ have no
rightsatallifhemaymtrdmap‘nﬁmywiﬂ. The question
about the relationship is great to ask “cops” while cross-examin-
ing&uembacauseit‘llswmﬁmgemﬂmmardwﬂlpmbaﬁy
confuse them a great deal. Tt will not be answered. It comnot be
amweraiwiﬂ'mtexpoda'lghwﬂmygntbﬂutthdrhminm
Mduradenﬂaimesscwnﬂthmaimﬂnﬂiwﬂh&ﬂtvidem
nature. mehmmﬂmﬂwwtﬁms
answered or not. That is the beauty of not arguing with them; 1
don’t even need the question answered. Some may argue that

“cops” don’t need to know such things. 1 agree; “cops” don't
need to know what they are talking about, unless of course they are
being relied on as witnesses.

I find it incredible that "cops™ use violence to stop your
?r,viﬂh?aemm?mrnﬁde,ﬁnhuxrmmkﬂynwpuup-
thardv;ulmmhputymh‘umgr.hﬂ.iﬂh&ﬂﬁlhrmdym
your “rights™ before putting you in that cage, then they've done
something wrong,

“Your honor, 1 was violently ripped from my
car, forced to the ground, hog tied, thrown into
a patrol car, taken out and beaten within an inch
of my life, and put into a cell”

“Officer, when you arrested this punk for not
having a seatbelt on, did you read him his
rights?

“Yes your honor, 1 did.”
"Looks good to me.”

Maybe it's just me, but it appears to be rank hypocrisy to
read someone their “rights” while callously disregarding every
one of them; using violence to stop their car, violence to search
their car, viclence to take their property and put them in a cage.
A_:Itulfy it's cruel; it's tantamount to putting a knife in some-
one’s back while kissing them, To make matters worse, these

- same violent individuals then promise you a “fair trial.”

_ This is an example where the words being used are not
congruent with the actions taken. If he’s taking control over my

: life and property without my consent, then it's clear this individ-

ual does not believe | have any rights, except whatever rights he
in.!.:ismu-qrwanhhmtmdlﬂm This is usually expressed by
the “time wom" statist phrase “consistently rejected” by rational
people: “you have all the rights the constitution gives you ™ [sn't



that also true of any slave? Slaves have as many rights as the mas-
ter in his benevolence wishes to extend the slave. And exactly
how does an unsigned written instrument (“constitution”) give
anyone “rights” anyway? Is my right to life really dependant on
a 200 year old “written instrument” no one bothered to sign?
That would mean we would all instantly die if the “constitution”
were set on fire. Interesting concept. Again, pieces of paper do
not create anything or convey property rights, people do. The
paper and ink, commonly called a “contract” is merely evidence
that two or more people conveyed property rights to each other
and under what terms.

To further prove that bureaucrats think, or at least act as

though they own everything and everyone, let's look at the defi-
nition of owner:

"owner. One who has complete dominion over

particular property. 42 Am Jur 1st Prop § 37."
Ballentine's Lino Dictionary, page 906.

While you may argue 2 “cop” does not have “complete
dominion” over you and your property during a traffic stop, one
thing is clear: you certminly don’t, It'ymdmﬂhmre “complete
dominion” you are not the “owner.” How does a “cop” get his
“dominion” over my property? He doesn’t ask for permission,
after all, he's a “cop,” he doesn’t need my permission to do any-
thing: It's by violence, either actual or threatened, "express or
implied.” he dees not ask for consent nor will he wait for it

If you read “legal” opinions on searches conducted by
-::ups.. lawyers and other bureaucrats claim the “officer was
fully within his rights to search the vehicle.” How bizarre. The
“legal” definition of owner is one who has “complete dominion.”
If a "cop” has a "right” to search my car, then he has “dominion”
and I'm no longer the owner. Maybe I'll get lucky and he'll give
me my car back or maybe it'll be forfeited “in the interests of jus-

tice.

This is an example of statist nonsense where
you own the property but you don’t own the
property.

If the “cop” has “dominion” then he owns it so let him
make the car payments from now on and not me. Here, take it,
it's yours, just stop screaming and put the damn gun down.
Exactly how did this “cop” acquire his “dominion” or his “right”
to search my vehicle? Let's see, was it violence or an obscure
“written instrument” neither one of us has signed?

Another example is a so-called grand jury “subpoena,”

_ let's say for my books and records. If [ own the books and

records, then 1 have “complete dominion over [that] particular
property.” This means for someone else to use my property, |
‘have to give my freely given consent, because | have “complete
dominion.” Remember if it's not recognized that I am the owner,
then a so-called “subpoena” would not be in my name requiring
me to bring in the property. Instead, some bureaucrat would just
come by and take what he felt was his. Maybe those bureaucrats
just want my assistance in bringing their books and records to the
court without having to pay me.

Ta be consistent with the definition of owner, | should have
no obligation to comply with the “subpoena.” This is not the
case in “Legal Land.” If 1 don't comply, then armed troops will
just take me and the books and records. Now if they have the
right to use violence to just take what they feel they are “entitied”
to, then why the facade of a so-called “subpoena?” In other
‘words:

I own property and DON'T own property at
the same time

Maybe the “grand jury” owns the books and records. |
guess they could just sell them couldn't they? Why give them
back? Some may argue the “grand jury” needed my private
records for trial “out of necessity™ as if their need somehow termi-
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nated my property rights, that is my “complete dominion.” 1
hope a “grand jury” doesn’t “need” five pints of my blood.
There are many people in need of a new kidney, do they just cut
a potential donor open and take what they feel they need? After
all, “Necessitas non habet legem.. Necessity has no law...”
Ballentine's Law Dictionary, page 837. If charged with mutilation,
can that person laugh as a defense? “Necessitas vincit legem;
legum vincula irredit.. Necessity supercedes law; it laughs at
the fetters of the law.” Ballentine’s Low Dictionary, page 837.
What if my “friendly” neighbor needs a ride to work? Can he just
then steal my car “out of necessity.” We have a 2003 Lexus here
and we have three ways to get you into this car; you can buy,
lease or just take if if you think it's “necessary.” Lawyers would
write;

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rule of property rights.” (Rule 81,
Code of Judical Conduct, commentary for
Canon 3E(1).

Maybe the definition of owner should be "amended?”

owner. One who has complete dominion over

particular property, unless a bureaucrat thinks
he needs it.

However, if property rights are not acquired by need or
necessity privately, then it follows there is no “authority” to then
delegate such to an alleged “public” body. A “grand jury” is just
eighteen or more individuals who gain no more right to my
property only by appending a silly label to themselves. You see,
in “Legal Land,” it's not just eighteen men and women with the
same rights as you and |, no, it's a GRAND jury with a collective
right to steal. Just delete, distort and add to reality to justify the
violent taking of property.

There's no merit to any claim that such an alleged right
(necessity) was "surrendered” to the individuals strutting
around as a so-called " government” either. If property rights are
magically lost through “necessity,” then there are no property
rights to then hire a “government” to protect and maintain.

Also, if rights are “surrendered” to the “government,”
then what is left for protection? What an insane premise; in order
to have your rights profected you must surrender them first: in
order for you to enjoy those pork rinds, you have to give them to
me.

Imagine private individuals doing business the same
way bureaucrats do: You want your business profected by a secu-
rity company but. in order to profect your business, you first have
to give the entire business to the security company. Or, maybe,
this is not so insane after all. It just sounds that way. If you have
no property rights, then you have no rights to be violated and, if
you don’t own property, then you can't legally have anything
stolen from you, you see? Again this is “Legal Land” where
“logic” is totally divorced from reality.

It’s kind niﬁkﬂﬂw"tdﬂﬂmﬁdp'wiﬂlthe”uup.' Ifir's
all ultimately based on violence anyway, then how can the “cop”
do anything wrong in a bureaucral’s mind, or in the minds of
those who accept their premise? The notion that *the king can do
no wrong” is the basis for his so-called “sovereign immunity.”
50, having said that, try to imagine the same exact “traffic stop”
without the emergency lights, the badges, and the costumes.
Instead, just the guns, the men and the cars. What would be the

difference between that and highway robbery? Only one: not all

”mps'ameptauedﬁcard-atﬂw'ntnp.”
If you accept the premise | must perform any activities for

this man, such as stopping my car and showing him “traveling
Ppapers” despite having a productive life to lead, then, what are

the limitations mwhatdulumu}rdunmﬂufmz? If | *must”

“Stop my car, then why not wash his “patrol car” and paint his

house also? Since none of this has to do with my freely given



consent then why not order me to mow his lawn while we're at
it? Why not just “arrest” me and have me scrub toilets at his
“police department?” Isn't it a well-accepted "mental concep-
tion” that I can be held for twenty-four hours without being
"charged?”

The issue is not the actual activity forced to
perform, it's being forced to perform.

Remember what the lawyers doing business as a
“Supreme Court” wrote:

“For, the very ideq that man may be comprilad o
hold his life, or the means of living, or any mate-
rial right essential to the enjoyment of life, af the
mere will of another, seems to be intolerable in
any country where freedom prevails, as being
the essence of slavery itself” Yick We v. Hopkins,
118 US. 356, 370 (emphasis mine.)

Doesn't this describe every situation with a bureaucrat,
especially on a so-called “traffic stop?” Maybe the lawyers who
wrote this silently exempted themselves? Maybe slavery is slav-
ery only if done “without lawful authority.”

The point is because the relationship is based on violence
there isn’t a limitation on what he can do to me except maintain-
ing an illusion of legitimacy.

1f you accept the premise a “cop” has a right to
control you without your freely given consent,
then you are in no position to complain if he
orders you to shine his shoes.

If “cops” started going too far beyond the accepted
“norm” on a regular basis their illusion of legitimacy would suf-

fer, and then disappear as more and more people withdraw their
pretended or actual support. A case in point is what happened
to Haitian immigrant Abner Louima in Brooklyn New York in
1997. A “cop” stuck a wooden stick in his rectum causing severe
internal injuries for no other reason than being suspected of a
crime. Where were the “state” lawyers ¢rying “sovereign immu-
nity” over that one? The king can do no wrong, right? After all,
this king was working “on the job” at the time and didn’t he have
every right to hold Abner against his will? Maybe that "cop”
should have hired the “US" attormeys who defended Lon
Horiuchi, the FBI sniper who killed Vicki Weaver in 1992 by
shooting her in the head while she stood in the doorway of her
cabin holding her nursing baby in her arms. Horiuchi was ona
“government” payroll at the time and he “got away with mur-
der” (lay sense) so why complain about having a wooden stick
rammed in your butt?

Bureaucrats go through a lot of trouble trying to con-
vince people what they do is legitimate. A good example is com-
pulsory attendance in a bureaucrat’s propaganda mill common-
ly referred to as “public schools.” From the time we are five we
have this nonsense forced on us; we learn to be a good “citizen”
starting at age five. How many five year olds know what “alle-
gance” is? 1s it any wonder that so-called “schools™ bought and
paid for through violence end up having such violent episodes
such as the one that happened at Columbine High School?

This BS public relations scheme is why they “give you”

- trial, whether you want one or not. It's political sleight of hand

that distracts you, this way and that. while they perform their
“magic” concealing the true basis of their so-called “authority.”
Like a magician, bureaucrats give you a "trial” to distract you
from the truth while they conceal the violence underlying it all;
the true and sole basis for their pretended “authority.” Then
they can say, “you had your day in court, your equal protection,
and your due process!” "Cops” don’t know this, of course. Most
“cops” I've met don't know more than what they’ve been told.



But, the higher up on the political pecking order you go, the more
“state” agents seem to know. From my experiences, many
lawyers know “the system” is a sham, especially the “honorable”
one’s wearing black robes. The majority won't tell you this
because it means losing their jobs and all that goes with it
(money, power, dominance, prestige, circle of friends, irrespon-
sibility etc.)

The bewaty, the Achilles heel of this entire scam is that
because these phony “trials” are so idiotic and contradictory, they
can very easily be exposed for what they are. A Tjudge” always
“sacrifices” one of the two ways by which he operates: either the
physical violence behind all their actions or their pretense of fair-
ness and good faith. It's one or the other.

While my questions don’t always result in a pretended
“case” gelting thrown out, it's the most effective method | have
seen for exposing these phony “proceedings™ for what they are:

Public relations propaganda concealing
violence.

Once it is openly revealed the underlying “jurisdiction”
is violence, then the entire “trial” is seen as a mere pretense and
sadistic sham. And this may be the reason why lawyers and
“judges” refuse to permit a “cop” to answer most questions.
That’s fine, whatrver, be non-responsive; one of their methods of
operation is being sacrificed, the pretense of fairness. That's
because although the entire socalled “case” is based upon this
“cop’s” legal opinions, the “judge” will not permit me to ques-
tion him about the supporting facis. Not being permitted to
question the sole witness against me sounds like a really fair trial.

As stated previously, the refusal to permit a cross-exam-
ination is about the worst “error” the black robed lawyers can
commit, even in “Legal Land* Isn’t it interesting that if a
“judge” refuses to permit cross-examination and cages me any-
way it’s just considered an “error,” but if T did the same thing it
would be a crime?

If the “cop” is permitted to testify and he admits our so-
called “relationship” is based upon violence, and not on my con-
sent, then the next question is:

Do you equate violence with good faith?

Another variation of this question is, “if our relationship
is based on your violence then what does your alleged jurisdic-
tion have to do with the constitution?” And then there is, “are
you trying to maintain a perception of fairness on a foundation of
vialence?”

I have never gotten an answer to these questions in any
"court” and for good reason. How does one maintain a pretense
of faimess while admitting the relationship is based on violence?
How do you equate violence with good faith? It can’t be domne.
And that's why any bureaucrat that hears this question quickly
realizes he has no case.

To get back to the cross-examination of the “cop,” if the
“judge” will not allow him to testify, 1 will ask the “judge,” "If he
can’t testify aren’t you supposed to strike his testimony?” This
puts the “judge” into an extremely uncomfortable position. He
has refused to allow the only witness against me to testify and be
knows, or should know, that the testimony should now be strick-
en. He also knows by striking the “cop’s” testimony he has to
dismiss the “case.” This means he cannot collect any blood
money from me. In spite of that, it's incredible to witness a
“judge” striking a “cop's” entire testimony, including the ticket
and still refuse to dismiss the case.

There are two main reasons for this: First, the "trial” is
subterfuge, political voodoo, and second, according to the “laws”
that they've created for themselves, “judges” have no personal
accountability. | know the outcome of these so-called “trials” is
determined in advance because “judges” consistently accept testi-
mony from “cops” they themselves determined are not compe-
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tent to testify. This is done regardless of the geographic location
of the “court.” Think of the odds that there is no connection here,
This is not only grossly unfair, this is also considered an “incur-
able error,” according to their very own “Supreme Courts,” even
ﬁmmmﬂwwﬂlmmmdﬁyingﬂwmm

“Judges” are not held accountable for their crimes (lay
sense) as long as those crimes are committed while on the bench
“doing their job.” Tt is one of the reasons why they just don’t
camifﬂq?mukeghﬂng'mms*mhm'ubﬁwﬁmnﬁm—
tice.” ﬂmisalnuwhyﬁneywiltuhmmpatynu,”ymm
appeal it.”

“Judges” have their rulings reversed all the time and
nothing is done to them ie., they are not held accountable or
pmﬁslwdinanyquwmifamniamtuiailmﬂu‘mﬂy.
"]udgﬁ'dnm:tlmeadimenfﬂ:d:salmimhﬁngmmmﬁ.
]?wyhsemﬁﬁugwtmﬂwymdeaﬂywrmgandyuﬁrgtm
it is possible for buresucrals and “honorable™ lawyers to be torong, dead
wrong:

“Lastly, the meaning that the Government
attaches to Congress’ silence in Rule 32 is com-
pletely opposite to the meaning that this Court
has attached to silence in a variety of analogous
settings.” Bums p. United Slates, 501 US. 129,
137 (1991) (emphasis mine).

What kind of people want to control others with no per-
sonal accountability? Read what this “state” defense lawyer in
Phoenix, Arizona, wrote if you still don’t believe these lawyers
both can and do “get away with murder” every day of the week:

“The rule of judicial immunity is that judges of
courts of general jurisdiction are not liable in
«civil actions for damages for their judicial acts,
even when such acts are in excess of their juris-
diction or are alleged to have been done mali-
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ciously or corruptly. Acevedo v. Pima County
Adult Probation Dept., 142 Ariz. 319, 690 P.2d 38"

(emphasis mine).

There you have it, lawyers defending malicious and cor-
rupt acts even in “excess of their jurisdiction.” That would
include an Arizona “judge” driving drunk in California would-
n'tit? Would this lawyer defend malicious actions committed against
her? T'll bet this lawyer's reality is dictated by who's paying her
With their “license” to commit crimes, “judges” don’t have fo groe
a damn about you and me because they know their fellow “hon-
orable” lawyers will not permit them to be held accountable. It’s
meﬂ'lingturntl!avean}'rﬁpaﬂfarhumﬁﬁ?,hutmt}mm
away all personal responsibility while providing a small army
and a slew a defense lawyers? Guﬂnigumit'snimh:heflm
*king” This is why, in “Legal Land,” “judges” can set aside
*their” sacred "constitutional provisions” such as:

“Justice in all cases shall be administered openly
and without unnecessary delay.” Article I1§ 11,
Arizona constitution (emphasis mine).

This “constitutional” P.R., if it were honest, would actu-
ally say:

Justice in all cases, except in cases where judges
act in excess of their jurisdiction or are alleged
to have acted maliciously or corruptly, shall be
administered openly and without unnecessary
delay.

Excusing the underlying violence just to make a point,
what kind of service is going to be provided by an individual
who knows ahead of time he is going to be paid regardless of how
he does his job? Add to this the “license” to commit crimes with
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impunity and what kind of individual do you have? Just what
kind of individual actually seeks out such an exalied position? Is
it really "honorable” to maliciously and corruptly damage peo-
ple with no accountability? Who do these lawyers think they're
kidding?

Could you imagine a brain surgeon with the same men-
tality? Would you go to a brain surgeon who claimed he is
“immune” for anything he may do to you during the course of an
operation, even mualicious injuries? A brain surgeon is free to
conduct his business in such a manner; however, he'd probably
be looking for other work if he were up-front with potential vic-
tims. Let's replace judicial with medical and brain surgeons for
judges in the above quote from a Phoenix defense lawyer:

“The rule of medical immunity is that brain sur-
geons are not liable in civil actions for damages
for their medical acts, even when such acts are in
excess of their jurisdiction, such as injuries to
the foot, or are alleged to have been done mali-
ciously or corruptly. Acevedo v. Pima County
Adult Probation Depi., 142 Ariz. 319, 690 P.2d 38.7
(my edits in bold italics).

Crazy, isn'tit? Especially when you consider how valu-
able a service brain surgeons provide. If you are familiar with
the deposition scene from the movie “Malice,” with Alec
Baldwin, then you'll really understarud what | mean.

1 know lawyers and other bureaucrats, in defense of their
cash cow, may argue “judges” must be immune to ensure “judi-
cial independence,” “neutrality” and so forth. However, such an
argument is “patently frivolous” for at least three reasons:

1) there is ne “judicial independence” to begin with;

2) to have such alleged immunity, the power had to be

192

delegated to them from the people; and

3) how does "independence” excuse anyone from com-
mitting crimes against the very people they are sup-
posed to be protecting?

Judicial “independence” or “neutrality” is a myth. This
is because in a “traffic case” the “judge” represents the alleged
“plaintiff,” the so-called “state,” and is also paid by the “state.”
That itself destroys any claim of independence, The “judge” is
also on the same team as the “cop” who filed the “ticket” in the
first place. They call their leam "the sfale.”

Yeah, yeah, | know. Lawyers would gyrate and genu-
flect in defense of “honorable” lawyers arguing, “Necessityl
Necessity!” But that doesn't make it any less of a conflict of inter-
est and an unfair trial. I'm sure in his mind, Mark David
Chapman felt it was “necessary” to gun down John Lennon...
This only proves a fair trial is impossible and buresucrats know 1, but
they neither respect the rights of others nor their own “laws.”
And why should they? They’re “sovereign,” remember? They are
the new “kings.” The very same people who impose the “law”
violently on others refuse to subject themselves to it. Why?
Because they would be the first ones they would haoe to throw in
prison if they had to follow their own so-called “laws.” Violent
people not complying with their cuwn rules. Scandalous isn't it?
Shocking.

On the other hand, if the “judge” were truly independ-
ent, then he’s only an individual violently taking control (so-
called “jurisdiction”) over my life and property. Remember, no
“judge” asks for permission. He has no “legal sanction” for his
violence because he is allegedly “independent” and not exercis-
ing a "delegated authority.”

By definition, someone exercising a “delegated
authority” is not independent



What utter nonsense, an independent “servant.” This
doesn’t mean | believe the BS that “judges” are “public servants.”
It just proves it’s a transparent lie. What is amazing is this mon-
strous lie can be told with a straight face. A “servant” is defined
as follows:

“servant...A person employed to perform per-
sonal service for another in his affairs and who,
in respect of his physical movements in the per-
formance of the service, is subject to the other’s
control or right to control [citation
omitted]. .. Definitely, one who is not an INDE-
PENDENT contractor. 27 Am Jist Ind Contr §
2*  Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page 1163
(emphasis mine}.

Let’s not forget the claim by the lawyers D/B/A the
“Arizona Supreme Court” to wit:

“An independent and honorable judiciary is
indispensable to justice in our society.” Canen 1,
Rule 81, Rules of the Supreme Court

I agree; independence is indispensable to justice, but
how is that squared with the claim “judges™ are “public ser-
vants” exercising an alleged “delegated authority?” It's not;
they're bald-faced lies from a group of men and women incapable
or umwilling to tell the truth. “Judges” are neither independent
nor are they “servants” of the people they lie about “protecting.”
What does all this mean?

With the pretended “legal sanction” he's not
independent and without the “legal sanction”
he's @ base criminal.

This is a problem for the bureaucrats. There's no way to
resolve this issue, it's a catch-22. The solution? In “Legal Land”
it's intimidation, violence and the “time worn” political snarl:

“If you don’t like it just appeal it"

This is a great line to hear especially when review by
“appellate courts” is “discretionary.”

In litigation without an overt “government” litigant
independence is a joke. The “judge” has a political oath of alle-
giance just as the plaintiff's attorney and the defendant’s attor-
ney. How can there be any true independence when the “judge”
shares the same exact allegiance with the very same system that's
attacking you in the first place or supporting and facilitating the
process of that attack? Also, if there is any such “judicial immu-
nity,” in force then where on earth did it come from? It was either
a "delegated authority,” as they call it in “Legal Land,” or it was
“usurped,” that's hallucinated in the real world.

The political Hieory is that all of the powers exercised by
bureaucrats have been delegated to them by the “people.” That's
where that massive political lie "government of...by...and for
the people” comes from. This means that all socalled “judicial
power” was delegated by, from, and for the “people.” The ques-
tion is, how many individuals collectively known as “We the
Peopie” are considered immune from the consequences of their
own malicious and corrupt acts? This does not mean | think any-
one should be immune. This just proves this isn't a delegated
power.

On the other hand, maybe there is no immunity for so-
called “traffic violations” because the immunity that was
allegedly “delegated” to these "independent”™ “judges” was only
for malicious and corrupt acts whereas traffic is inherently harm-
less and innocent. This is an example of what lawyers call:

“mala prohibita ... Wrong only as forbidden by



positive law. 21 Am Jur 2d Crim L. § 25.7
Ballenting's Liaw Dictionary, page 767.

This is a “legalese” way of saying: “It's wrong because |
said it's wrong.” Not surprisingly, because bureaucrats regard
“citizens” as (retarded) children (parens patrige), this closely
resembles what parents often say (vell, usually) at their children:

Why? Because 1 said so. Because I'm felling
you! That's why!

Think about this inconsistency. You look at the
Declaration of Independence and the Arizona constitution and
we see the bureaucrat’s claim as to wihy the “government” was
created. They claim:

"...governments derive their just powers from
the consent of the governed, and are established
to protect and maintain individual rights”
Arizona constitution article I § 2 (emphasis
mine).

Well, how do you square tha! with “mala prohibita”
laws? If something isn't wrong in the first place, then how can
making a “ L™ against it be consistent with the alleged purpose
of a so-called “government,” at least, according to bureaucrats?

What about the so-called “crime” of not having 1D on
you? Whose rights are violated if you walk around without [D?
This so-called “law” is not consistent with the alleged purpose of
the so-called “government.” This is just one more contradiction;
another political lic rammed down our throats at the barrel of a
gun.

I've asked politicians if their claim of “jurisdiction” is fuc-
tually consistent with this section (article Il § 2 of their constitu-
tion and have rever gotten an answer excepl what 1 call the "three
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monkey defense.” The reason is obvious. They don't want to
admit they have no valid case "on the record” or amywhere for that
matter, This is probably why “judges” threaten violence when-
ever such questions are asked gs if being violen! covers up the fact
the proceedings are not fair or is a responsive answer to the question.

The last point in regards to the myth of “judicial inde-
pendence,” is the justification for violence. Why should a
“judge” be immune from liability if he maliciously and corrupt-
ly damages the very people he is ostensibly protecting? Who
wants to go to court if that's the case? 1 think they really mean
that a “judge” cannot do his job without maliciously and cor-
ruptly damaging the unfortunate people in “his courtroom.”
How would you sell such a service? Imagine a mebster using the
immunity defense: “I'm protecting the neighborhood, and to do
so effectively, | have to be immune from any personal liability.”
I guess that's part of the offer | can’t refuse.

During a July 2001 “trial,” a “judge” in Arizona sustiined
an objection 2 witness could not draw legal conclusions. [ walked
the “judge,” the “prosecutor” and the “cop” through to this
puint. Prior to this moment. I told the “judge” 1 only asked for
the facts the “cop’s” legal opinion was based on and Paula sus-
tained it anyway. Great, this is exactly where | wanted things. 1then
put the “ticket” on the bench and told the “judge” if the witness
was not competent to testify, then all his legal opinions, includ-
ing the ticket, should be stricken from the record. | also suggest-
ed the entire case should be dismissed so | could go home unmo-
lested. The “judge” denied the request and said the witness was
now competent to testify. 1said, “Really? Ok, then he can answer
the question.” The “judge” had had enough at this point and
said the “cop” could no longer testify and the “cross-examina-
tion™ was “over.” Big surprise there. It was no less a surprise
that she didn’t care a denial of cross-examination is considered
an incurable error, at least, in some parts of “Legal Land.”

Here was a classic comedy of errors unfolding in this
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“courtroom” because the “cop” was going from being consid-
ered competent, to incompetent, back to competent, and then
incompetent once again. This is to be expected when the opinions
of total strangers are supported by nothing but violence.
Contradiction after contradiction is exposed until the “judge”
finally breaks down and sacrifices either, one, the use of physical
violence or, two, the pretense of fairness.

Ome or the other has to go. The two cannot co-exist no mat-
ter how hard the “honorable” lawyer sitting four feet off the floor
may try. This is why bureaucrats, like the “state’s” lawyer or the
“judge,” continually try to get me off point by arguing whether |
did or did not do the act complained of or just threatening me
with comtempt for doing anything else that deviates from their
asinine program. Bureaucrats are also notoriously non-respon-
sive, as if they believe their pretense of fairness and good faith
can be maintained by refusing to be responsive.

Recently | helped a friend in California with a problem
with the “Franchise Tax Board,” or, rather, some individuals
forcibly taking (robhing) property under that particular D/B/A.
These individuals doing business as the F.T.B. were of the opin-
ion that they had a right to this man's property.

I wrote a few sentences in a letter essentially stating no
position was heing taken, “1 am neither admitting nor denying any-
thing at this time ... please provide me with the facts your opin-
ions are based on..." True to form, there was no responsive
answer, just another threat of violence from the so-called “F.T.B.”
I called the number on the threatening letter and was informed
this friend had been labeled a so-called “tax protestor” and no
response was to be given except of course further threats of vio-
lence. ‘This was done despite no prolests or position of any kind.
Who would have imugined such a thing: a non-responsive
bureaucrat. So here was another clear example that these indi-
viduals were only interested in taking property by force and noth-
ing was going to stand in their way, not even taking the time to
answer a few questions from a man wheo did not even disagree
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with them. Justice is not first on their list, or on their list at all.
Lawyers think justice means complying with the “law” no mat-
ter what the “law” may happen to be.

“justice...Nothing more or less than exact con-
formity to some obligatory law.” Borden v State,
11 Ark 519." Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page
696.

To demonstrate how absurd this is, consider this ques-
tion, “which came first, justice or the law?” Also, weren't the
men hung at Nuremberg complying with German "law?” This
of course is not meant as a defense of the atrocities committed in
the name of Hitler's so-called “law.” it only demonstrates how
insane the idea is that justice is conformity to “law.”

I spoke to Bernadette with the "Taxpayer's Advocate’s
Office” in Sacramento, California. This woman told me, while
kniving she was being tuped, there was “no rational basis to con-
clude the law was being properly applied to” the friend | was
helping. Despite having “no rational basis” she adamantly
refused to stop the proceedings despite that being her only job
description. In addition to that, | had Roger, the “state” agent
whio did the so-called "assessment” and each of his four supervi-
sors admit on lape, there was either no evidence to support the
"assessment,” or they were not qualified to make an “assess-
ment.” Lisa, the top supervisor told me, without a hint of shame
or embarassment, “the law is binding because it's the law.” (I
don’t owe anything because | don’t owe anything,) And, to top
it off, despite all this, the members of the Board of Equalization
("BOE") still believed there was sufficient evidence to affirm this
so-called “assessment.” [ guess in California "evidence™ really
means “no rational basis ”

My question is where is this "evidence?” The man who did
the “assessment” admitted he had nothing. What is amazing is these
bureaucrats gave no credibility to the very witness they relied on.
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The man said he had no evidence and they did not believe him.
This experience, and many others like them, taught me that
bureaucrats consider their opinions to be evidence and a substitute
for a witness’s testimony. After all, they do have the guns to get
you to comply.

This is why I say a political "law” (as opposed to a natu-
ral law that is an observation anyway, not the whim of a man) is
just an gpinion backed by a gun. This insume way of doing “busi-
ness” is equivalent to having rwery eye-witness to an alleged
crime testify they didn’t actually see anything, and still being con-
victed on only their testimony.

"When lies pay better than truth, expect lies."
Unknown.

Chapter Eleven
Conclusion

Have you ever tried to justify a “tax” “assessment” or
“traffic” ticket or any so-called “trial” withou! using political
- words and phrases such as “government,” “law,” “constitution,”
“statute,” “state,” “cty,” "license,” and “junsdiction?” Try it;

take a minute and try it. Just use the facts. Describe what “juris-
 diction” is factually without using the word "jurisdiction” or the
 others listed.

In my personal experience no bureaucrat has ever been

_ able to do so and 1 personally don't think a tax or traffic "case”
“can be justified, let alone proven “beyond a reasonable doubt,”
| om just the facts. This is why bureaucrats blindside you with inane

legal opinions ad rauseam, which means, "to a disgusting extent.”

 Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, page 36. This gives an appearance,
- rather, a prefense or illusion of validity. But it's still just a pre-

tense; a real flimsy public relations scam. Lawyers appear to not

‘even know the difference between facts and legal opinions as
- demonstrated by this recent nonsense | recieved from a Phoenix

lawyer:

“STATEMENT OF FACTS

[Mr. X's] wages and his compensation for
services were taxable under the Arizona
Constitution and the applicable Arizona
statutes, particularly those in Title 427

Do I really need to point out this is not a statement of
facts, but a legal opinion?

This constant barrage of “legal” gibberish you encounter
once you enter “Legal Land” is not unlike Alice's experience
once she enters Wonderland because, both here and there, words
‘mean whatever a burcaucrats says or thinks they mean:
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“No, no, no. We're not stealing your car. We're
taxing you." “This isn't slvery. It's called selec-
tive service.” “You're not being held against your
will. This is an investigative detention.” “You are
free to eamn a living and support your family
doing whatever you want, just as long as you
have a license for it.”

In “Legal Land,” words have no concrete meaning like
we use in the real world In “Legal Land,” bureaucrats make
words mean whatever they want them to mean “on a case by
case basis” Legal Land is where rocks are roses, dogs are cats,
white is black, black is white, cold-blooded murder is “acting
within the scope of his employment” and armed robbery is “tax-
ation.” For example, the Arizona “constitution” restates the
Declaration of Independence’s basic principal with regards to
“governments” governing “by consent” which bureaucrats infer-
pret to mean “majority consent” instead of the obviously correct
individual consent.

When they said “by consent” they meant, their
consent, not yours.

Couldn’t that also be said of any race that was enslaved
by this or that foreigner? Those prospective slaves never actual-
ly gave their consent. some slave monger did. This point has an
even broader application:

“It is well-established that before a binding con-
tract is formed, the parties do mot have to mutu-
ally consent to all material terms. Hill-Shafer
Partnership v. Clilson Family Trust, 799 P2d 810,
814, 815 (emphasis mine, underlined words are
my edits).

Can you just imagine if the above “precedent” was twist-
ed in order to say that instead. Well, when it comes to bureau-
crats, it has been. They say “citizens” have formed a “social com-
pact” (coniract) to do or not do this or that as part of their “dvic
duty.” The problem is politicians provide no evidence of anyone
ever actually agreeing to do anything. 1 had an IRS lawyer tell me
there was a real “social compact.” 1 asked him what “social com-
pact” he planned on entering into evidence and he told me the
“US constitution.” [ asked him if he was now claiming the con-
stitution was an agreement. His response? “No, that's not what
I'm saying.” Really, then what was this lawyer saying?

“compact. Noun: A contract, Green v Biddle
(US) 8 Wheat 1, 92, 5 L Ed 547, 570; particularly,
a contract of an important and serious nature..."
Ballentine's Lt Dictionary, page 232,

This IES lawyer named Richard, didn't know what he
‘was saying. Apparently fte is capable of spewing forth legal jargon
[aster than he can comprehend it. And to think most people would
consider this lawyer an “authority” on the “law.”

Maybe there are people (call them “bureaucrats™ or

~something else) that have the power to bind others to contracts.

Fﬂhfﬂmm{ﬁmwlmmfmmmphmma'm

stitution” for me), then why don't they consent to all sorts of other
things for me; such as my participating in Amway or even this or

that religion? What is the limit of their vicerious consent?

Another example of how bureaucrats use legalese and
political language in an effort to bring about a different, or “alter-
male” reality is with the act of stealing. The lay meaning of steal-
ing is: 5

“steal.. to take another person’s property with-
out right or permission, to take dishonestly.”
Oxford American Dictionary, page 897.

Now, compare that with the “Legal Land” meaning:
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“A person commits theft iff without lawful
authority, such person knowingly: 1. Controls
property of another with the intent to deprive
him of such property...” Arizona Revised
Statutes § 13-1802 (emphasis mine).

Maybe it’s just me, but doesn’t it look as though this so-
called "lawful authority” grants bureaucrats a license to steal. In
the lay sense theft is theft, but not in the legal sense. In the “legal”
sense, if you do have “lawful authority”™ you can control the prop-
erty of another with the intent to deprive them of that property.
In other words, theft with “lawful authority” is magically not
theft. What complete and utter nonsense. In the lay sense it's a
dog, but legally it's a diaper. If it isn’t theft then what is it?

Politicians are coming right out saying “lawful authori-
ty” is their “license” to steal. That is what a “license” is; the per-
mission to do something that, without the “license,” would be
considered a crime. Sometimes, it really pays off to just pay atten-
tion to what lawyers and bureaucrats are telling you. Pay close
attention to what politicians themselves say:

“license ... The privilege conferred by a public
body on a person for the doing of something
which otherwise he would not have the right to
do. 33 Am Jist Lic § 2* Ballentine’s Law
Dictionary, page 736 (emphasis mine).

So, to them, theft is wrong unless you have a “license”™ to
do it, which they call “lawful authority.” Read again to how
Lysander Spooner put it:

“Hhmﬁmﬁﬂmtmhm{mﬁ:ﬂ}uﬂm

any band of robbers have only to declare
themselves a government, and all their robberies
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are legalized.” Lysander Spooner, Leller fo

To demonstrate further this same exact type of “legal”
gibberish, I've placed the following two “statutes” from the
Arizona Revised Statutes (*ARS.") side by side for comparison;
read them very carefully:

"13-1405. Sexual conduct "13-1407. Defenses.
with a minor; classifications.

A, ltis a defense to a
A person commits sexual prosecution pursuant to
conduct with a minor by sections 13-1404 and 13-1405,
intentionally or knowingly involving a minor, if the act
engaging in sexual inter- was done in furtherance of a
course or oral sexual contact lawful medical practice.”
with any person who is under
eighteen vears of age."

A "lawful medical practice?” To have sexual intercourse
with a minor!? What are they saying? That it’s O.K. if a doctor
does it? Did you notice that word “lawful” again? Before anyone

‘accuses me of taking this out of context or somehow misinter-

preting this to mean something other than "it is not a ‘crime” to
have sexual intercourse with a minor if the perpetrator is a doc-
tor," please reference the following:

"A. A person commits unlawful imprisonment
B. In any prosecution for unlawful
imprisonment, it is a defense that:

1. The resiraint was accomplished by a peace
officer acting in good faith in the lawful
performance of his duty...” ARS § 13-1303



{(emphasis mine).

Notice this is also a "state” granted “license” to falsely
imprison someone. Apparently these “legislators” believed
there are “lawful medical practices” involving adult male doc-
tors having sexual intercourse with children:

“3. “Sexual intercourse” means penetration into
the penis, vulva or anus by any part of the body

or by any object or masturbatory contact with
the penis or vulva.” ARS. § 13-1401.

The issue of “lawful authority” to do this, that or the
other thing presents yet another contradiction. If a person has no
inherent right to do something, such as theft, the forcible taking
of another’s property, then it stands to reason that he gains no
right to do so by getting together with some of his neighbors who
don’t have any such “right” either.

It is self-evident there is no “collective right” to steal. If
the whole body of people in a given geographical area were to
get together and agree on any issue, they still wouldn’t have any
“collective right” to steal because each person only brings with
him his individual rights. It's a basic mathematical principal that
the whole is equal to the sum of its parts except in “Legal Land.”

In “Legal Land” two plus two is whatever a
“legislator” “commands” you to believe.

Without an individual right to steal, there is no so-called
“collective right” to steal Without a “collective right” to steal,
there is no “right” to then delegate to another body, whether that
body is labeled public or private. Because no such body has any
“right” to steal, no “license” may then be “conferred” by that
body to any so-called “state” agent. It also follows there is no
alleged “lawful authority” to steal.

Now, having said all that, let's take another look at that
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“statute” where bureaucrats in fact succeed at “legalizing” theft:

“A person commits theft if, without lazoful
authority, such person knowingly:

1. Controls property of another with the intent
to deprive him of such property...”

— Arizona Revised Statutes § 13-1802 (empha-
sis mine).

So what is this alleged “lawful authority?” This “lawful
authority” is nothing more than violence and threats of violence
organized under a pretense of good faith and furnm
Remember, a “law” or a “statute” is nothing more than an apin-
ion backed by a gun.

This presents yet another contradiction when placed side
byaidmﬁthﬂ:e'mlfuphionﬂmmwﬁmauﬁngmﬂﬂm?
is no “so-called private ownership of property.” If you don't
own the property, then it's not being stolen from you, but from
the bureaucrats who believe they own everything anyway.
Perhaps this would help to explam why theft cases are brought
in the name of the “state.”

When 1 am allegedly “within the state” 1 am in "Legal
Land” where words can and do mean whatever a bureaucrat
needs or wants them to mean. This is why law dictionaries are
constantly being revised:

~*A word is not a crystal, transparent and
unchanges, it is the skin of a living thought and
mrvamﬂymcdﬂmmmmrﬂns
to the circumstances in which it is used,” wrote
Justice Oliver Wendall Holmes in Town v,
Eisner, 245 US 418, 425 (1918)." Foreword to
Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, Third Edition.

Really? Maybe it's just me, but if a person uses the word
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“raisin” to describe a “cat” he's not hailed as a scholar, but is
called an idiol.

“Yes, the jury technically found you “not guilty,”
but, in the legul sense you are still “guilty.”

If 1 accept what Mr. Holmes wrote above, then how
could | enter into a contract? How could there possibly be a
meeting of the minds? How about certainty with the "law?”
What's the point of having any “precedent” when words mean
whatever they want them to mean? This brings up yet another
contradiction.

The following is a declaration from a group of men and
women strutting around as so-called “legislators” in Arizona:

“It is the declared public policy of this state and
the general purpose of the provisions of this
[criminal} title are:

1. To proscribe conduct that unjustifiably and
inexcusably causes or threatens substantial harm
to individual or public interests;

2. To give fair warning of the nature of the con-
duct proscribed and of the sentences authorized
upon conviction...” ARS. § 13-101.

How can there be “fair warning” when the words used
are the “skin of a living thought and may vary greatly in color
and content” depending on the context? Remember what
lawyers have declared:

“By decisional law, the rule of necessity may
override the rule of disqualification.” (Rule 81,
Code of Judicial Conduct, commentary for
Canan 3E(1).

In other words, the written word ultimately means noth-

ing to burcaucrats and lawyers unless it is being used as a justifi-
cation for stealing property in the name of a non-existent “state.”
If a “law,” “statute,” or “rule” gets in their way, they “override”
it, claiming “necessity,” and continue with their raping, pillaging
and plundering.

This happened in an “IRS” case in Arizona. The “IRS"
lawyer admitted the agent had stolen this man’s property through
fraud. In addition, they admitted that none of the so-called
“statutes” governing “assessments” and “collections” were fol-
lowed. This “US attorney” argued the "IRS"” was not requined to
follow the assessment and collection statutes laid out in “Title
26" of the “United States Code” and yet enjoyed *absolute
immunity” for crimes committed while on the job. What hap-
pened to 26 USC 7214, the “statute” making it a felony for rev-
enue agents to oppress, extort and not comply with the so-called
“revenue laws?" That's right, “by decisional law...”

Another lawyer, this one pretending to be a federal dis-
trict court in Arizona, agreed with this nonsense so an appeal
was made to other lawyers doing business as the “Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals” True to form, those lawyers also agreed the
“IRS” is not required to follow the assessment and collections
statutes of “Title 26” of the US,C. Is it any wonder this opinion
was then labeled by these same lawyers as “not to be published,
not to be cited as precedent?” Welcome to “Legal Land.”

Another bureaucrat from California vehemently
claimed, “We have a valid assessment against [Joe Schmoe]
Marc!” 1 responded, “O.K., how many elements are there in a
valid assessment?” This not only took the wind completely out
of her sails, but it abruptly ended the conversation because she
couldn’t answer this easy question. Instead, she refused to try to
answer and asked me to put the question in writing. She also
promised she would be responsive and so | sent her the letter.
She then sent me a form letter four months later containing noth-
ing but inane ramblings about the “constitutionality” of the tax
laws™ and other non-responsive legal mumbojumbo. So | called
her and asked why she was not responsive to my questions and



she said, "Because your arguments were frivolous and complete-
ly lacking in merit, they're ridiculous" 1responded, “Susan, there
were no arguments, just a few questions you asked me to put in
writing which you promised you'd be responsive to.” She stut-
tered and finally said, “Well, vour questions were frivolous.” |
had to ask her, “Susan, i can a question be frivolous?” For
some reason Susan couldn’t or wouldn't answer me. It didn't
matter that she had asked me to send them to her. To a bureau-
crat anything other than a complete surrender to their professed
“authority” is considered “frivolous.”

“Frivolous™ means “so lacking in merit as to require no
demonstration.” So why would she feel compelled to send me a
form letter ar all? Susan claimed there was a “valid assessment”
so [ didn't argue or disagree. Instead, | asked her how many ele-
ments there were to a “valid assessment.” If she is so confident
there is a “valid assessment” then she should have been able to
tell me how many elements there were. | hardly think such a
question was “frivolous.” | don’t think any relevant question is
frivolous given its definition. It's not the question that's frivo-
lous, it's the nonsensical bureaucratic answers, if any answers at
all. However, this was "Legal Land”™ where the bureaucrats are
always correct and the non-violent productive people they are
fleecing are aliways wrong.

Because of that, if | ever want to make a burcaucrat
uneasy, | ask them if it's possible their opinion could be wrong,
Mot that it is wrong, just the possibility it could be wrong. This
typically produces an emphatic "no” on their part. However, it
sets up a contradiction in a situation like the one above with
Susan. They are super confident they cannot be wrong, ever, and
yet they adamantly refuse to discuss the facts to support their
legal opinions which is classic "Legal Land.” Let’s just do away
with those pesky little facts now shall we?

1 called another California bureaucrat recently and told
her 1 was not admitting or denying anything at this ime. I only
wanted to know the fiacts her legal opinions were based on. She
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said, “Well Marc, the lmw says...” [cut her off and told her | was
not interested in what the law says, | just wanted to know the
facts her opinions were based on. She again said, “the law says...”
I'had to cut her off yet again and repeated | was niof interested in
any more legal opinions, just the facts, This comedy routine con-
tinued another two times until she finally gave up and said she
had “no idea what you're talking about Marc.” 1 would say she
was really admitting she had no idea what she was talking about.
The good news is, at least in that case she had enough sense to
drop her pretended claim.

In my experience most bureaucrats don’t drop ground-
less cases even when they admil they haeve no evidence.  This is
because bureaucrats have plenty of heavily armed troops on the
payroll and are always lmg on opinion and short on facts and
they don 't like to be questioned. They especially hate being ques-
tioned on their phony “authority,” their alleged right o domi-
nate other men, women and children. In “Legal Land” the opin-
ions and “mental conceptions” held by bureaucrats are the “law”™
and those opinions are never incorrect. If wou don’t believe me then
ask a burequcrat who inlends on fuking your property and time. That's
why any challenge from any productive person is labeled * patent-
ty frivolous,” “specious,” or “spurious.” Only in “Legal Land”
can a guestion be a “groundless legal argument” and “frivolous.”
i've wondered if there is a cerlain school for "US. Altorneys”
where they are actually faught to respond to “IRS" challenges
each and every time with just “the petition contains nothing but
frivolous legal arguments...” no matter what a petition actually
says. | write this because 've seen this so many times.

Only in “Legal Land” can you mon property and not own
property af the same time. Only in “Legal Land” can you be
forcibly taken out of your car, forcibly handcuffed, taken away
against your will and caged for a ransom while simulianeously
being read your “rights,” as if you had any they gave a damn
about. Only in “Legal Land” is it possible to have a so-called
“fair trial® based entirely upon violence where the so-called



“independent” and “impartial” “judge” not only represents both
the very same party bringing the charge and the defendant, but
also testifies against the defendant as if he were a real witness.
Only in "Legal Land"” would children be mercilessly gunned
down for doing absolutely nothing except peacefully withdraw-
ing their actual or pretended support of the mythology known as
politics. And last, but not least, anly in “Legal Land” is violence
equated with good faith and faimess; where viciently taking con-
trol of another human being does not “offend traditional notions
of fair play” if you label such violent act "jurisdiction.”

Lawyers and other bureaucrats whose very jobs depend
entirely upon violence (they do call it the “adversary system”) will
probably defend their jobs tooth and nail, but that is to be expect-
ed. After having spoken to many bureaucrats and researched
their “laws" and court opinions, I'm probably familiar with most
political justifications for organized violence. It is very rare for
me to hear or read about a justification for the violence that sur-
prises me, although | did get a new one recently (summer 2002).
This was in the same opinion mentioned earlier where three
California “court of appeals”™ lawyers justified a denial of cross-
examination by preswming there were even more wilnesses the
man | was helping could nof cross-examine.

These lawyers justified the refusal of the trial court
“judge” to take “mandatory” judicial notice of facts. To do so,
they really pulled out the legal absurdities all over again. First,
they mislabeled the facts as “legal opinions™ and stated the trial
“judge” had no obligation to take notice of legal opinions. Then,
in a footnote to this dementia, they claimed that, based on this
“reasoning,” there was no obligation to take notice of these
“facts.” Try and follow their “ Alice in Wonderland” like gibber-
ish here again:

1) A “judge” is asked to take judicial notice of certain facts.

2} Lawvyers label these facts “legal opunions.”
3) Judicial notice does not need to be taken of legal

4) Because of this, judicial notice of these facts is not
required.

Only in “Legal Land” can facts become “legal opinions”
and then go back to being facts all over again within the same
opinion. This is so a host of lawyers acting as “judges” can
ignore the truth and contradict their own rules and sacred
“laws.” In the real world such actions can get you committed in
a “mental institution” as insme, but, in “Legal Land,” you are
hailed as an “officer of the court,” a scholar and “honorable.”

It's not surprising these three lawyers pretending to be
“judges” didn't want their written “legal” opinion published so
that it might be cited as so-called “precedent” That, however,
will not stop me from making it available for others to read and
expose it for what it is-legalistic gibberish.

Speaking of legal gibberish, Richard, the lawyer | men-
tioned earlier recently wrote:

“Examples of the irrational legal theories and
requests of petitioner may be found in all docu-
ments sent to the respondent, one of which (the
“Petitioner’s Requests for Admissions”) was
attached to the Motion to Dismiss and is also
attached hereto as Respondent’s Exhibit 1. See
for example, Requests 14 ("The United States
government is just a group of men and
women”)..." (Emphasis mine).

Irrational? Then what is the “United States government”
then? Reptiles, sharks, leeches? Obediently surrender 40% of the
money you earn and don't you dare question who or what you are
paying it do. This same lawyer, who thinks it's “irrational” to
cansider the “United States government” as men and women is
so worried about having to make such an admission or demial



he'll seek a “protective order” instead of making a simple objec-
tion. And what does this lawyer mean by "irrational?” My law
dictionary defines “rational” as "Capable of reasoning; sane.”
Ballentine's Law Dictionary, page 1057. 1 would guess that insane
was what he probably had in mind. He thinks it's insane to
believe the “United States government” is a group of men and
women. Let's not consider simple, everyday observation here for
a moment, let's look at what politicians call “organic law” to wit:

“We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all
Men are created equal, that they are endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable Rights,
that among these are Life, liberty, and the
Pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these
Rights, Governments are instituted among Men,
deriving their just Powers from the Consent of
the Governed.” Declaration of Independence of
July 40 1776 (emphasis mine).

I'll let you decide who the “trrational” one is. To help
make this decision easier, let me give another example. This
same “IRS" lawyer also claimed the following is an “irrational
legal theory™ to wit:

“The Constitution is a written instroment.”

Wheo am | to disagree? | agree; in one sense this lawyer
is correct. However, in his zeal to label everything “irrational” so
his cronies could steal someone’s property, he neglected to check
the source of the statement. Again, forget about common every-
day obserpation to prove the “Constitution is a written instru-
ment” and consider [ didn’t write the statement; | only quoted it
without the source which just happens to be the “honorable”
lawyers doing business as the “United States Supreme Court” to
wit:
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“The Constitulion is a written instrument”™
South Carolina v United States, 199 US 437 at page
448,

Think about what this lawyer is really saying.
Bureaucrats consider these “opinions” to be the “Supreme Law
of the Land.” This lawyer wrote the “Supreme Law of the Land”
is an “irrational legal theory.” Why would I disagree with a
lawyer who's starting to see eye to eye with me? | would like to
gations.

The last example some people may accuse me of making
up; however, it's true and was written by a lawyer representing
the “IRS."

This is also part of a request for admissions that was
directed to several IRS employees who are material witnesses in
a court case: “l have a duty to correctly apply the IRC." They
were to either admit or deny this. As stated previously, their
lawyer claimed this was an "irrational legal theory...” Why does
this experienced lawyer think this? Who knows, maybe he
thought 1, a mere layman, wrote it. However, all | did was para-
phrase the following:

“The function of the Internal Revenue Service is
to administer the Internal Revenue Code...it is
the duty of the Service to carry out that policy by
correctly applying the laws enacted by
Congress.” Internal Revenue Procedure 64-22

Thinking the "IRS" has a "duty.. .to...correctly...” apply
the "law” is an “irrational legal theory.” Do you think the men
and women D/B/A the “IRS" have a duty to correctly apply the
“law?”

In "Legal Land” bureaucrals get away with saying
"black is white and white is black™ because of the violence back-



ing their opinions. In light of this, how can anyone expect a fair
trial when a so-called “judge” calls facts opinions and opinions
facts? And, to make matters worse, it's nof that they don't really
know the difference, it's done deliberately.

The bottom line here is this: don’t expect fairness and
good faith from individuals doing business at the barrel of a gun,
In plain English, don't expect fairness from the agents of any
coercive “state” because to them we are cows to be milked.

“The fact that an opinion has been widely held is no evi-
dence whatever that it is not entirely absurd, indeed, in view of
the silliness of the majority of mankind, a widespread belief is
more likely to be foolish then sensible." Bertrand Russell

Chapter Twelve

Einal thoughts

This book shouldn’t end without some explanation of an
alternative to a coercive “state” and the mythology supporting it.
People only need to provide better services and products than
bureaucrats do. This in a sense could put them out of business;
to finally and forever put to rest the nonsense that services need
to be provided ona compulsory basis. It doesn't take violence to
put this dinosaur called politics to rest; apathy and better servic-
es provided on a mutually voluntary basis. As you can tell I'm
no fan of coercive business practices. 1am sure you would agree
that no service or product needs to be administered at the barrel
of a gun.

However, | don't need to reinvent the wheel; there are
many books already out dealing with this subject and | highly
recommend the writings of Murray Rothbard and in particular
Sic Itur Ad Astra by Andrew J. Galambes.

Maybe you've never looked at what a so-called "govern-
ment” does as a service or product before, lsn’t that all these men
and women are supposed to be doing? They weren't hired to be
self-appointed gods, were they? What else is meant by the
Declaration of Independence?

“We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all
Men are created equal, that they are endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable Rights,
that among these are Life, Liberty and the’
Pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these
Rights, Covernments are instituted among Men,
deriving their just Powers from the Consent of
the Governed.™



Protecting “life, liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness” is
a service provided by men and women like you and me. There's
nothing magical or special about it and there is nothing indicating this
tupe of service should be canowized and administered at the barrel of 5
gun. Lysander Spooner put it this way:

“If A were to go to B, a merchant, and say to him,
"Sir, | am a night-watchman, and 1 insist upon
your employing me as such in protecting your
property against burglars; and to enable me to
do so more effectually, I insist upon your letting
me tie your own hands and feet, so that you can-
not interfere with me; and also upon your deliv-
ering up to me all your keys to your store, your
safe, and to all your valuables; and that you
authorize me to act solely and fully according to
my own will, pleasure, and discretion in the
matter; and | demand still further, that you shall
give me an absolute guaranty that you will not
hold me to any accountability whatever for any-
thing [ may do, or for anything that may happen
to your goods while they are under my protec-
tion; and unless you comply with this proposal,
I will now kill you on the spot,” — if A were to
say all this to B, B would naturally conclude that
A himself was the most impudent and danger-
ous burglar that he (B) had to fear; and that if he
(B) wished to secure his property against bur-
glars, his best way would be to kill A in the first
place, and then take his chances against all such
other burglars as might come afterwards.”
Lysander Spooner, Letfer to Grover Clevelanid.

Consent means consent, indigidual consent. I the
Declaration did not mean individual consent, then the

Declaration is nothing more than political rhetoric and not worth
the paper it's written on. Consent means you are free to accept
the service or not, without conditions attached or coercion of any
kind.

Some may argue there must be compulsory payments or
people would not pay for valuable services and products. I'll bet
you pay for many valuable services without having to be threat-
ened first. Such bureaucratic fargon is used to perpetuate a coer-
cive protection racket ran by individuals who refuse to, or are
incapable of interacting with others on a mutually voluntary
basis. It also demonstrates a lack of understanding of economics
and human refations. There are many successful and profitable
businesses offering services and products on a purely voluntary
basis. They are still profitable even if a percentage of their cus-
tomers do not pay. Itisa partof business; gei over it Just because
a few people may not pay is no reason the service should be pro-
vided at gunpoint.

Some may argue there would be additional "chaos” if
there were no compulsory political “laws.® This myth is laugh-
able and really needs no explanation. Do you have any idea how
many millions of political “laws” there are? Neither do 1, and |
really don't care. But let’s use California as an example. If you
live in Los Angeles you have the Los Angeles “city” code, the
“state” code and the “federal” code you are allegedly required to
know and comply with. Each is accompanied by a set of regula-
tions. Have you ever read all of thaf? Then consider the millions of
court opinions interpreting and re-interpreting all those “laws."
If that were not enough, politicians are constantly making new
“laws” and new interpretations eoery day, No one could keep up
with that

The point is that no one knows, or could know the “law.”
If there is chaos it's in the courtrooms when someone is seeking
the truth. As I've shown, if 1 am accused of violating one
“statute” a lawyer pretending to be a judge has to “break” at least

. eight of his own “laws” 1o pul me on trial. And don't forget,
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“judges” can “suspend” their rules any time they want.

The bottom line is that protecting life, liberty and prop-
erty is a service as any other. There's nothing special about this
particular service; it’s provided by men and women just like other
services are provided.

What mukes this all the more worse is the plain truth fhat
politicians do not acknoeiedge any obligation to protect amyone any-
way. There are many opinions to prove this, the following is just

o

“The constitution is a charter of negative liber-
ties; it tells the state to let the people alone; i
does not require the federal government or the
states to provide services, even so elementary a
service as maintaining law and order.” Bowers v.
Devito, 686 F.2d 616 (emphasis mine).

There you have it, politicians, bureaucrats or whatever
you call them, openly admitting they have no duty to protect any
one. Re-read the last part again about “maintaining law and
order” being a “service.”

I'll place the following “laws” together to see which
politicians are lying:

"Governments derive their just  "The constitution is a charter
powers from the consent of the  of negative liberties; it tells the
governed, and are established  state to let the people alone;

to protect and maintain it does not require the federal

individual rights." Arizona government or the states to

constitution, article I1 §2 provide services, even so

(emphasis mine). elementary a service as
maintaining law and order."
Bowers v. Dewilo, 686 F.2d 616
(emphasis mine).

Notwithstanding the lies inherent in all politics, the
protection of life, liberty and property is a serofce. There is no
reason why this particular service should be set apart from
others and provided al the barrel of a machine gun. What a
“business™ concept; no sales, no accountability, and everyone is a
paying customer whether they want to or not.

And why aren’t these “services” provided on a mutually
voluntary basis? Quite simply: the loss of dominance and control
over the people.

Can you picture a world without Legal Land?



