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      Preamble
    


    
      By now most Americans are familiar or had the unfortunate experience of being subjected to some form of
      discrimination, and the country’s history of this evil practice is well known. Yet all the major minority groups
      have been unable to resolve this national (and international) plague—after hundreds of years of opposition—in a
      country that basis its entire theory of government upon liberty and equally for all! Consequently, all minority
      groups must be pondering the same question: How can discrimination remain so prevalent in America, when after
      hundreds of years of opposition and hundreds of laws that forbid it, its existence is still exacerbating? The
      answer to this question though is distinctly paradoxical, making it very difficult for Americans to believe,
      because as ironic as it may seem, the number one cause for promotion of discrimination in America results from
      the very institution vested with the power to hinder or stop discrimination—the American judicial system! This
      third part of American government almost exclusively distributes discrimination as it sees fit, although the
      executive and legislative branches have at times assisted the judicial branch in promoting discrimination in
      America. Their roles are circumscribed to executive enforcing laws and legislative making laws.
    


    
      Thus to the judicial branch alone belongs the responsibility of interpreting discrimination, that is to say,
      who’s doing it and who’s not? Who will be held accountable and who will not?
    


    
      Minority Americans have been so busy and intentionally distracted by opposing primitive forms of discrimination
      that its main source has been eluding them! The American judiciary has so cleverly developed its strategically
      calculated race-, gender-, and status-discriminatory practices that most Americans experience discrimination
      every day but are not aware that they or someone else is being discriminated. Many legislative acts (laws)
      designed to stamp out race, gender, and status discrimination are actually misused by the American judiciary,
      nationwide, as a procedural harassment designed to cover up the race, gender, and status discrimination employed
      by America’s judges, and simultaneously pacify the ignorant to legal procedures—minority Americans—with the
      purpose of promoting the predominantly white and affluent governmental constituents’ interest. In federal and
      state courthouses all over America, many Americans enter the so-called legal forums with limited or no
      understanding of any concept of American law or governmental politics, and as a consequence, the minority
      Americans mentioned are deliberately intimidated, abused, and thoroughly exploited!
    


    
      These practices of discrimination are not like the old forms: lynchings, burnings, unfair housing and employment
      practices, et cetera. These forms of discrimination, though still in practice, have become obsolete or less
      prevalent because of their conspicuousness and primitiveness. The newer forms of discrimination (newer in the
      sense of being revised, redeveloped, or updated) are more sophisticated and diabolical, consequence of the
      official power of the institution that employs it. Just like the horse and buggy, black-and-white television, and
      rubbing stones together, et cetera, are now obsolete, so is the practicability of employing the old forms of
      discrimination.
    


    
      The completely controlled white male government’s primary purpose for developing these refined discriminating
      practices is to ensure its putatively everlasting dominance over all minority groups’ infiltration of their
      complete control over governmental policies that promote a predominantly white government’s interest! The author
      emphasizes, do not be misled by the handful of minority Americans employed by the governing body, because most
      are sycophant to their discriminating bosses’ activities in order to maintain their livelihood or plain
      unknowledgeable of law; for example, during the Rodney King incident, black police officers stood idly by while
      their white partners literally beat a black man to death; the black police officers were more concerned about
      their livelihood than protecting an American citizen from police brutality. Further, a black police officer is
      not going to risk his job by defying a racist judge when he is not sure of the science of law; thus he assumes or
      pretends that the judge is correct.
    


    
      And a female lawyer with a family to support and many bills is not going to jeopardize her position, though she
      knows discrimination has been employed against her client and others. These are factual events; further
      elaboration is set forth in the following chapters.
    


    
      Minority Americans as far back as three hundred years have experienced the unfairness of the racially
      discriminating agenda of the American judicial system. However, because of the putative development of equality
      among all the races in America, promulgated by the government, minority Americans have been distracted by
      competing with a lesser form of discrimination, while the main source has escalated to new heights unparalleled
      to the old ones. And the American government employs race, gender, and status discrimination nationwide, and here
      are just a few of their surreptitious interest: to protect government agencies and their constituencies from
      civil and criminal liability, to maintain their monopoly upon the practice of law, including all financial
      interest, to hinder or deny minority Americans proper access to the courts when the judiciary’s bias, interest,
      motive, and integrity is in question—the list goes on and on.
    


    
      Part 2, chapters 4–10, will explain in precise detail how the American judiciary discriminates without most
      Americans’ knowledge and with impunity.
    


    
      As a result of foregoing activities, many Americans have become dangerously complacent concerning governmental
      activities, and this complacency is causing history to repeat itself—that is to say, the history of tyrannical
      governments. For example, the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution was established in 1791; yet
      during the 1980s and ’90s, this very significant provision for American liberty has been secretly watered down by
      deliberate judicial misinterpretation to the degree where it has little or no effect; thus state and government
      enforcement officials (police, state troopers, and other security forces, such as the Federal Bureau of
      Investigation) can intrude upon the liberty of any American in the same manner as the former “Gestapo” and “KGB”
      without any substantial recourse by the citizen. For those Americans that may think the discriminating methods
      stated herein are false and cannot happen to them, they would be making a grave mistake! First, the
      discriminating practices are no longer isolated to only race; status and gender discrimination plays a very large
      role within the American judiciary. However, status discrimination is the number one practice, utilizing an
      individual’s status in society: rich, poor, middle class, employed, unemployed, et cetera.
    


    
      Discrimination by the American judiciary in this area is notorious, and it affects all races and both genders.
      Secondly, the authenticity and proof of the facts set forth throughout this book are verified in two ways: (1)
      the court’s own decisions and (2) the failure of the named justices to have rebutted any of the challenges by the
      author, despite having every opportunity to do so.
    


    
      Unfortunately, the judicial officials and their constituency subordinates named throughout this book have
      enhanced the foregoing practices beyond any concept of liberty and equality, and like their predecessors before
      them and partisans after they’re long gone, this form of discrimination will not stop, as history has
      demonstrated, unless opposed! This book exposes the secret discriminatory practices employed by many American
      judges and their constituency, all over America, and shows all Americans, particularly the minorities mentioned,
      concerned with liberty, equality, and justice, how to oppose the American government’s secretly refined methods
      of deliberate discrimination.
    

  


  
    
      Part I
    


    
      Procedures
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 1
    


    
      Historical Facts
    


    
      Article III of the Constitution of United States, section 1: the judicial power of the United States shall be
      vested in one Supreme Court and in such inferior courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and
      establish. The judges, both of the supreme and inferior courts, shall hold their offices during good behavior and
      shall, at stated times, receive for their services a compensation, which shall not be diminished during their
      continuance in office. Further, Title 28 United States Codes Annotated, section 453, is the statutory oath that
      all judges take declaring that they will not discriminate—to wit: each justice or judge of the United States
      shall take the following oath or affirmation before performing the duties of his office: “I, ________________, do
      solemnly swear [or affirm] that I will administer justice without respect to persons and do equal right to the
      poor and to the rich, and that I will faithfully and impartially discharge and perform all the duties incumbent
      upon me as under the Constitution and laws of the United States. So help me God.” The foregoing provisions of the
      Constitution of the United States and relating statutory laws have been systematically abused since their
      enactments and continue to this very day, by predominantly white male judges and their constituency in every
      state of the Union.
    


    
      The abuse could not be possible without the assistance of people mentioned in article I (executive: law
      enforcement branch of the Constitution of the United States) and article II (legislative: lawmaking branch of the
      Constitution of the United States). All three branches of the government constitutes one single entity and are
      interdependent with each other; in summary, America’s governing hypocrisy is that the Constitution of the United
      States of America is designed to create liberty, equality, and justice for all American citizens and promote
      governmental interest while simultaneously avoiding governmental tyranny through each of the said articles
      balancing each other, so that no part of American government could become tyrannical. However, the judicial
      branch has discovered a way to defeat this purpose. Though the American form of government does work if not
      exploited, unfortunately this is not the case—they exploit.1
    


    
      What continues to this very day is judicial tyranny in many of America’s courthouses. Predominantly white male
      judges at all levels of jurisdictions, state, federal, and supreme, have produced some of the most vicious liars
      in legal history that ever donned a black robe! The American judiciary systematically employs a variety of
      artifices with the purpose of denying a specific class of Americans (a judicially created inconspicuous
      underclass) their guaranteed constitutional rights while simultaneously promoting the interest of the
      predominantly white male judicial or governmental system, which also simultaneously promotes mostly white and
      affluent Americans’ interest in general, both politically and financially throughout the entire country.
    


    
      This practice by the American judiciary is a common practice by many judges; however, it is difficult to detect
      because it is done in a very sneaky and subverted manner, through pretentious legal actions. Since the demise of
      the American Indian, the institution of slavery, and the secondary citizenship of the American woman, America’s
      judicial branch of government has developed one artifice after another purposely designed to undercut or deny
      guaranteed constitutional protections of said minority groups. For example, after the demise of the American
      Indian and confiscation of their lands, the American government entered into many treaties (a legal and honorable
      agreement between two parties submitted under oath). Eventually all treaties were broken by the American
      government and the American Indian was relegated to reservations (slow death and watch camps), but more to the
      point is, why were the treaties broken? The simple answer is, to promote white and affluent Americans’ interest.
      Consequently, America’s judicial system has always found or created some legal loophole to justify the treaties’
      breach.
    


    
      Black Americans were freed from slavery by, among other things, the Emancipation Proclamation (an edict issued by
      President Abraham Lincoln on January 1, 1863, freeing the slaves for strictly political reasons) and the
      institution of slavery legally abolished by the Bill of Rights, Amendment Thirteen of the Constitution of the
      United States, in 1865.
    


    
      However, since the said times and up until the present time, and despite the institution of the bill of rights
      and civil rights to protect all American citizens, America’s judicial system has diabolically and systematically
      undercut or literally eliminated the use of these basic rights to all Americans, to ensure that the predominantly
      white male government officials remain that way, as is evident!
    


    
      The American woman has also been systematically victimized by the American judicial system. At one time the
      American woman could not vote, sit as jurors, or practice law. Eventually these ideologies were abolished from
      America’s judicial and political machinery, but not without opposition. And today America’s judiciary employs
      more subtle means of “keeping women in their places.” Women are now victims of sexual harassment, job
      discrimination, and domestic violence, and their redress to America’s judicial system is severely limited, except
      if the woman is rich or the court has a personal interest.
    


    
      Though provisions have been provided to protect poor Americans from being exploited by the inexhaustible
      governmental resources, when such poor individuals are actually accused of a crime or become a civil litigant
      opposing governmental interest; the government entities convert the Constitution of the United States into a
      third-class instrument and apply it systematically, thereby giving the poor a superficial and unequal version of
      their guaranteed constitutional rights. The author emphasizes that many judges throughout the United States
      participate in this practice, whose subtlety and details will be explained in depth in the following chapters.
    


    
      In each of the foregoing factually historic situations, America’s judicial system continues to employ these
      artifices, which have been modernized, by hiding their illegal tactics and interest behind ever-growing protocol.
      Please keep in mind that highly publicized cases may give the appearance of fairness, but the overall majority of
      trials are not media publicized, and therefore, the majority of Americans are being cheated during both criminal
      and civil trials so that the government’s interest can be promoted regardless of constitutional guarantees. The
      Constitution of the United States is designed to protect all Americans from the foregoing behavior.2
    


    
      As the reader will soon learn, American judges, as far as the Supreme Court of the United States, have
      essentially abolished the Constitution of the United States through subterfuge. Chapters 2–10 will enlighten all
      American citizens and others to the secret illegal tactics practiced by American judges, all· over America,
      against black, Hispanic, female, and average- to low-income Americans. Chapters 12–17 offer a guide to all
      Americans as to how to conduct their own affairs in open court involving both civil and criminal matters, with or
      without a lawyer, and challenge the secret unlawful practices aforementioned wrought within America’s judicial
      system.3
    

    


    
      
        1 In Terry v.
        Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, at 37-39 (1968), Douglas, J., dissenting, and Allen v.
        Illinois, 478 U.S. 364, at 383 (1986), Stevens, J., dissenting, and scores of other United States
        Supreme Court rulings: (the supreme law of the land) wherein fellow justices have indirectly accused their
        colleagues of communism or the stealthy watering down of the very basic of America’s constitutional
        protections, to promote progovernmental partisans’ political ideologies; and these legally created artifices
        primarily benefits government officials and the affluent and is detrimental to minorities Americans and average
        to low-income Americans. See Article I section 9 Clause (8) No nobility of classes in the United States of
        America.
      


      
        2 The chief justice William H.
        Rehnquist, Supreme Court, has “embarked on a crusade to curb the rights of the poor and the powerless, Justice
        Thurgood Marshall said as much before he left the Court in July” Pittsburgh Press,
        December 15, 1991. The foregoing is true—the Rehnquist Supreme Court is not concerned with any concept of
        liberty or equality, only in extending the power of the government over the American people. See chapter 6,
        pages 45-46, for a further elaboration of Justice Rehnquist’s watering down the Constitution.
      


      
        3 The Civil Rights Act Section 1983, et
        seq., the Bill of Rights (amendments made to the Constitution of the United States enhancing liberty equality
        and justice for all Americans) and the Forma Pauperis Doctrine (a provision of law that permits a poor person
        to process his legal claims in United States Court without cost)—these provisions are systematically sabotaged.
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 2
    


    
      The Current Judicial Structure
    


    
      Contrary to most Americans’ be1ief that America’s judicial system is in search for the truth and that “justice is
      blind.’’ The only thing most American judges are searching for is how to win the state’s case without getting
      caught in the act of cheating and lying. Justice is not blind in America; rather it is discriminatory. The plain
      truth of the matter is crime is big business; it is a multibillion dollar industry that employs numerous
      high-paying and beneficial positions and thousands of varying expertise. In order to maintain this livelihood,
      there must be an abundant product. Prime candidates for this product are black and Hispanic Americans,
      particularly the males, average- to low-income Americans, poorly educated Americans, and the American taxpayer.
      These factors must always be considered by any American subject to the American judicial system’s practices
      because at all times, during the proceedings the judges, lawyers, expert witnesses, court staff, police,
      correctional officers, sheriffs, marshals, et cetera, are being paid substantial incomes and benefits. In order
      for this income to continue, their product potential criminals, poor and uneducated Americans must remain in
      abundance as any other resource.
    


    
      For example, if the crime rate reduced 50 percent and half the prison population was released, many prisons would
      close and police, correctional officers, lawyers, judges, et cetera, would not be in demand, a great many people
      would be out of work. See chapter 10, page 89, which discusses exploitation of black and Hispanic American males
      in order to create jobs in all-white rural communities. If more people and businesses were to settle their
      disputes outside of the court’s jurisdiction before obtaining counsel, the American judicial system would not
      make much money. Consequently, America’s judicial system has more than just an adjudicative interest during the
      proceedings; it always has a personal financial interest; for a very good reason these factors are not disclosed
      to the American public or jurors during trial because it places the officials under scrutiny of a financially
      based interest during a trial, creating a motive to be deceptive, which could be detrimental to the state’s
      interest in winning the case.
    


    
      America’s judicial structure is relatively simple. There is a state forum (state courts) and a federal forum
      (federal courts); both forums are ran identically, with the exception of the federal courts of the United States,
      having supremacy over all the state courts’ decisions except in very well defined matters governing jurisdiction.
      The federal law is binding upon the state through the supremacy clause of the Constitution of the United States,
      article VI, section 2.
    


    
      The process in most states is identical. There are usually three levels of jurisdiction and definitely three
      levels in the federal court. These levels are district court (trial 1evel), superior court (appellate level), and
      supreme court (supreme appellate level). All courts have jurisdiction to hold evidentiary hearings and accept or
      reject evidence. If you lose in one court, you can appeal your claim to the next level of court aforementioned,
      in both civil and criminal matters (this includes probate, bankruptcy, and domestic courts). Once you have
      appealed to the highest level of the state courts (Supreme Court) and if you still feel your claims are valid and
      the state is lying or cheating, you can bring a new action raising the same claims in the federal court, and
      repeat the same process that you used in state court in the federal court—if you can prove that you were cheated
      out of a constitutional protection.
    


    
      The federal courts have a volume of books at each level of jurisdiction. The state courts basically have two
      volumes of books, superior and supreme (on the East Coast, Atlantic Reporters, abbreviated A.2d., and on the West
      Coast, Pacific Reporters, abbreviated P.2d.). At the trial level a record of the trial is kept but must be
      individually sought, whereas the Atlantic and Pacific Reporters are readily available to the public for scrutiny.
    


    
      The federal courts’ editions of law books are the same in every state: Federal Supplement, abbreviated F.Supp.,
      and Federal Reporters, abbreviated F.2d. or F.3d., and the United States Supreme Court, abbreviated U.S., or
      S.Ct. In both state and federal courts the number on the left of the abbreviation is the volume of the book and
      on the right is the page number. For example, see Hankin v. Wicker, 582 F.Supp. 180
      (3rd cir., 1984). The number 582 represents the volume of the book and the number 180 is the page number of the
      beginning of the case. The numbers in parentheses are the circuit of the court and date of the case. There are
      many other books that relate to the aforementioned state and federal law books or legal authority, such as legal
      digest books (books designed for the purpose of placing into groups, particular crimes, or procedures, annotated
      for easy access to other cases that may be similar to your situation); Shepard’s federal or state citations
      (books designed to find old or updated cases to verify any change in the legal authority being used); crimes
      codes (books that outline the various crimes and their punishment); and procedural law books (books that outline
      the various procedures for preparing and conducting legal litigation). These and other helpful books can be found
      at your local law library or lawyer’s office, See chapter 7 for additional information concerning legal
      authorities.
    


    
      Eliminating many hypertechnical details, the foregoing paragraph constitutes the basic simplicity of America’s
      judicial system and the manner in which legal proceedings are supposedly conducted. This format of American
      jurisprudence is simple in design; however, as is being noted, America’s judicial system is discriminatory toward
      a selected minority of Americans: black, Hispanic, female, and average- to low-income Americans. Chapters 4–10
      will show all Americans the artifices employed by the American judiciary and the manipulation of legal
      procedures.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 3
    


    
      American Fervor
    


    
      There is a continuing fervor by many American Citizens that America is a fair, free, and honest government, and
      this fervor despite attacks over the years by various groups has always been embedded into the minds of most
      American citizens to maintain a healthy-minded government. This fervor is one of America’s judicial system’s
      greatest deceptive practices for invoking its tyrannical motives by taking advantage of the American people’s
      patriotism and then using it to institute the government’s judicial and political activism as needed
      surreptitiously! The American judiciary forces its ulterior motives upon the American people (this includes the
      juror’s decision-making process), resulting in the American judiciary’s or governing body’s interest of being
      promoted, while simultaneously the illegal methods are camouflaged by manipulation of American people’s
      patriotism. A very good example of this abuse of the American people’s patriotism is at one time the public’s
      fervor was anti-Indian, which is produced by the American news media’s propaganda tactics and depicts the
      American Indian as a bloodthirsty savage murderer who hated all white people instead of a people fighting to
      survive and save some part of their cultural heritage.
    


    
      Naturally any dealings with the American judiciary were defeated from its onset, as history has proven by the
      reservations. As the years rolled by and the alleged Indian threat dissipated, the next major episode of the
      manipulation of American patriotism by the American judiciary was upon the Japanese Americans’ constitutional
      rights, and it even permitted their placement into American concentration camps built overnight in different
      parts of the country (emphasis added to the camps being built overnight—see chapter 10, infra, page 78). This was
      done without redress or a trial pursuant to the Constitution of the United States, amendments 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and
      14—rights of all Americans are guaranteed, including Japanese Americans. Eventually, just like the Indian threat,
      the Japanese threat dissipated and mysteriously their constitutional rights were restored.
    


    
      As history is said to repeat itself, the American people’s patriotism is once again being abused by the American
      judiciary and its governmental counterparts. This time the interior threat is crime and poverty—that is to say,
      the escalation of new laws and ambiguous legal decisions, combined with national news media coverage has made
      crime and poverty America’s number one interest, resulting in the same illegal practices exacted upon the Indian
      and Japanese Americans, now being exacted upon black and other minority Americans. The consequence is that these
      minority groups are becoming legitimate competitors for jobs, property, and equal status.
    


    
      For example, the many prisons being built overnight, so to speak, during 1980s–1990s, and continuing, are nothing
      more than concentration camps or reservations having been constructed under guise of high crime rate and only the
      minority Americans participation thereof, so that the government can control the minority groups’ activities with
      the same misuse of patriotic fervor it employed against the Native and Japanese Americans.
    


    
      The American judicial system’s exploits in these matters are accomplished in various ways and one of the most
      prevalent uses of this abuse of American fervor is politically motivated. A very common example of this practice
      is illustrated when politicians and judges4 run for office. They routinely slander their opponents for
      failure to either stop or be involved in the stoppage of crimes or the other favorite wasting of taxpayers’
      monies, and promising the public change—for example, harsher punishments such as the death penalty and better use
      of the taxpayers’ monies. Though this form of political debate is proper, it is also manipulated for the purpose
      of political gain, and the manipulation of the American people’s fervor of their fear of crime and being
      impoverished does not include the governing bodies’ numerous criminal acts and manipulation of funds. This
      illegal practice goes even further. The majority of state and federal courts have for many years, under the guise
      of protocol or courtroom decorum, while at times working with the prosecutor or defense counsel or both and
      indulging in criminal activities.
    


    
      Many American judges intimidate, mislead, and deceive the public and jurors by taking advantage of every
      opportunity involving the American people’s combined subconscious and conscious fear of crime, poverty, and
      government authority. So they can mold the proceedings to correspond with the government’s interest without
      appearing unfair or biased. One word that sums up their illegal acts is ostensible!
      Judges, prosecutors, and many lawyers indulge in this practice of pretending to be fair, while simultaneously
      intimidating the public and jurors into believing that their actions are irreproachable, when in actuality
      they’re lying, scheming, and cheating the American people out of their constitutional protections.
    


    
      The following chapters 4–10 will illustrate the various and primary artifices that American judges, state,
      federal, and supreme, have developed and refined through practice and applied to naive jurors and the American
      public daily. The main ingredients for the application and success of the following artifices are the combined
      manipulations of the American people’s ignorance of law, patriotism, fear of governmental authority, and apathy
      for legal details. See chapters 4–10 outlining the American judges’ judicial artifices: synonyms are stratagems,
      tricks, wiles, ruses, intrigues, plot plans, schemes, strategies, machinations, conspiracies, complots, cabals,
      devices, deception, trickery, deceit, subterfuge, shifty, et cetera.
    

  


  
    
      Part II
    


    
      Judicial Artifices
    

    


    
      4 See chapter 6, pages 41–42, for a
      further elaboration of the Constitution of the United States amendments.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 4
    


    
      Artifice of the Aura of Judicial Authority
    


    
      As many Americans have observed either on television or during a live legal proceedings throughout America,
      American judges very politely and with typical courtroom amenities treat the jurors, the public, and most
      litigants respectfully at least upon the surface, but if one were to look at the jurors’ and public’s behavior
      after the uniformed application of courtesy, that person will find that American judges routinely, deliberately
      and expertly make use of the aura of judicial authority to intimidate jurors, litigants, and the public—in other
      words indirect governmental intimidation. This nuance form of intimidation by the government is employed
      surreptitiously during various parts of the proceedings to ensure or promote whatever personal interest the
      government or state has in the proceedings: voir dire (jury selection), the judge’s charge (instructions to
      jurors concerning how the law should be applied), objections, sustained and unsustained rulings, suppression or
      exclusion of tainted evidence; these parts of the proceedings are where American judges do their most damage.
      This secret machination by the American judiciary is accomplished by taking advantage of the fact that most
      potential jurors and the American public (wherein jurors are extracted) are already submissive and intimidated by
      the government’s authority.
    


    
      For instance, the trial judges, district attorneys, lawyers, police, sheriffs, and marshals all cast a very
      graphic show of authority and collective intellectual superiority, which during the time of trial is heightened
      by thier uniformity. And if the judge is patently wrong or manipulative, the sheriffs, police, and marshals will
      enforce the court’s will upon any participant or nonparticipant. As a direct result of the foregoing intimidation
      tactics, many jurors and the public simply accept the judge’s decision or will through their own submissiveness
      and conscious or subconscious fears of the governing authority. Of course there are some strong-willed people
      independent enough to challenge or scrutinize the court’s behavior; most likely they will not become jurors or
      they will end up in contempt of court and then be used as an example to other potential jurors of what happens
      when anyone is bold enough to test the court’s authority by inquiring about the court’s legal determinations or
      behavior. These types of individuals are few; most jurors and the majority of the American public fall under the
      individuals submissive to the government’s authority analysis aforementioned.
    


    
      The end result of American judges application of this form of indirect intimidation is nothing more than judicial
      tyranny designed to give distinct advantages during trials that are unseen to the legally naive, that is to say,
      many jurors, laypersons, litigants, and the public, as the following actual events will demonstrate.
    


    
      A young black female was selected as a juror involving a first-degree murder trial. After hearing the evidence
      and observing the defendant’s demeanor, she concluded that the defendant was guilty of the murder. However, she
      could not sentence the defendant to death because she felt he was mentally disturbed. Consequently, her
      conclusions were obstructing a unanimous decision by the jury. The juror later claimed that her vote sheet was
      altered and that she never voted for the death penalty. However, during the jury poll (a process where each juror
      is separately asked, “Do you agree with the verdict?”), she did not disagree with the verdict.
    


    
      Subsequently, she brought these events to the court’s attention. The judiciary refused to acknowledge her mistake
      or the alteration of her vote (which legally should have been investigated and if true required resentencing or a
      new trial). Instead the young black male was executed.
    


    
      During world heavyweight boxing champion Mike Tyson’s highly publicized criminal trial for rape, the evidence
      hinged upon the credibility of Desiree Washington and Mike Tyson, with the ultimate determination being, was it
      rape or consensual sex turned sour? The trial judge refused to allow witness’s testimony of people who had
      observed the alleged victim’s passionate displays of affection for Mike Tyson, which led up to the alleged rape.
      Again the nuance intimidation tactics are applied, subconsciously or consciously accepted by the American public,
      and the state or governing body wins; its interest is promoted and Mike Tyson goes to jail—the product of a mock
      trial! Because undetected by the layman, Mr. Tyson was deliberately denied the right to call witnesses in his
      favor pursuant to the sixth amendment of the Constitution of the United States; this is a frequent ploy used by
      the American judiciary to only allow witnesses that favor the prosecution’s case.
    


    
      In Batson v. Kentucky, 79 U.S. 79, 90 LEd. 69, 106 S.Ct. 1712 (1986), the Honorable
      Thurgood Marshall offered a concurring opinion displaying the wide range of discriminating practices permitted by
      America’s courts against black Americans and other minority groups, in order to ensure or promote the
      government’s interest in obtaining convictions; to this very day this legal authority is ignored by many American
      courts, and the racially discriminatory exclusion practice is secretly applied. Here is an excerpt of Justice
      Marshall’s concurring opinion:
    


    
      “Justice Marshall, concurring.
    


    
      “I join Justice POWELL’s eloquent opinion for the Court, which takes a historic step toward eliminating the
      shameful practice of racial discrimination in the selection of juries. The Court’s opinion cogently explains the
      pernicious nature of the racially discriminatory use of the peremptory challenges, and the repugnancy of such
      discrimination to the Equal Protection Clause. The Court’s opinion also ably demonstrates the inadequacy of any
      burden of proof for racially discriminatory use peremptoriness that requires that justice sit supinely by and be
      flouted in case after case before a remedy is available! I nonetheless write separately to express my views. The
      decision today will not end racial discrimination that peremptories inject into the jury selection process. That
      goal can only be accomplished by eliminating preemptory challenges entirely.” (1. Commonwealth v. Martin, 461 Pa. 289, 299 366 A.2d. 290, 295 (1975) (Nix J., dissenting), quoted
      in McCray v. New York, 461 U.S. 961, 965 n, 2, 103 S. Ct. 2438, 2440, n. 2, 7i
      L.Ed.2d. 1322 (1983) (MARSHALL, J., dissenting from denial of certiorari).
    


    
      “A little over a century ago, this Court invalidated a state statue providing that black citizens could not serve
      as jurors. Stauder v. West Virginia, 10 Otto 303, 100 U.S. 303, 100 U.S. 303, 25
      L.ed. 664 (1880). State officials then turned to more subtle ways of keeping blacks off jury venires. See
      Swain v. Alabama, 380 U.S., 202, 231–238, 85 S. Ct. 824, 841–846, 13 L.Ed.2d. 759
      (1965) (Goldberg, J. dissenting); Kuhn. Jury Discrimination: The Next Phase, 41 S. Cal. L. Rev. 235 (1968); see
      also J. Van Dyke, Jury Selection Procedures: Our Uncertain Commitment to Representative Panels 155–157 (1977)
      (hereafter Van Dyke). Although the means used to exclude blacks have changed, the same pernicious consequence has
      continued.
    


    
      “Misuse of the peremptory challenge to exclude b1ack jurors has become both common and flagrant. Black defendants
      rarely have been able to compile statistics showing the extent of that practice, but the few cases setting out
      such figures are instructive. See United States v. Carter, 528 F.2d 844, 848 (CAB
      1975) (in 15 criminal cases in 1914 in the Western District of Missouri involving black defendants, prospectors
      peremptorily challenged 81% of black jurors), cert. denied, 425 U.S. 961, 96 S. Ct. 1745, 48 L.Ed.2d. 206 (1976);
      United States v. McDaniels, 379 F. Supp. 1243 (ED La. 1974) (in 53 criminal cases in
      1972-74 in 1972–1974 in the Eastern District of Louisiana involving black defendants, federal prosecutors used
      68.9% of their peremptory challenges against black jurors, who made up less than one-quarter of the venire);
      McKinney v. Walker, 394 F. Supp. 1015, 1017-l018 (SC 1974) (in 13 criminal trials in
      1970-1971 in Spartanburg County, South Carolina, involving black defendants, prosecutors peremptorily challenged
      82% of black jurors) affirmance order, 529 F.2d. 516 (CA4 1975). Prosecutors have explained to courts that they
      routinely strike black jurors, see State v. Washington, 375 So.2d. 1162 1163–1164
      (La. 1919).”
    


    
      An instruction book used by prosecutor’s office in Dallas County, Texas, explicitly advised prosecutors that they
      conduct jury selection’s as to eliminate any member of a minority group. In one hundred felony trials in Dallas
      County in 1983–1984, prosecutors peremptorily struck 405 out of 467 eligible black jurors; the chance of a
      qualified black sitting on a jury was 1 in 10, compared to 1 in 2 for white (Batson,
      supra, pp. 1726–27).
    


    
      This practice still continues: U.S. Supreme Court reversed murder conviction of all white jury for the unlawful
      exclusion of African Americans! May 23, 2016 from the State of Georgia!
    


    
      The reader must take note of the decision today will not end racial discrimination. See chapter 6–7 for
      additional information concerning the judiciary’s discriminating practices against blacks and other minorities.
    


    
      In the city of Philadelphia, a well-known hard-lined judge Angelo A. Guarino (now deceased) had a reputation for
      intimidating jurors, litigants, and lawyers during 1970s–1990s. After years of this practice, the Supreme Court
      of Pennsylvania decided that he must be removed (newspaper article in Tribune,
      11-12-92). Ironically to the Supreme Court’s decision, Judge Guarino has sent many men to jail, mostly black men,
      for over twenty years, yet only now, after years of his intimidation tactics, this tyrannical judge is no longer
      fit for judgeship. Judge Guarino’s intimidating tactics did not end with his publicized removal. Many of his
      younger colleagues have refined the subtlety of this practice as the following examples will demonstrate.
    


    
      In three unrelated incidents and cases in the city of Philadelphia, three black males were tried by the same
      district attorney, Michelle Seidner. Her assignment to the cases is a form of selective prosecution, which is
      illegal! Three different judges presided over each case, which were jury trials; the judges are Victor J.
      Dinubie, Francis A. Buinno, and John E. Geisz, JJ (case reference, Commonwealth v.
      Sullivan, No. C.P. 86 03-2937, 1986; Commonwealth v. Johnson, No. C.P.
      2343-2348, 1986; Commonwealth v. Culmer, No. C.P. 2197-99, 1988). In each of the
      preceding unrelated cases the same district attorney, Ms. Seidner, was permitted to lie and trick jurors into
      convictions against low-income black male defendants by fabricating her prosecutions and the evidence from other
      prosecutions that she won, and all three separate jury panels were not aware to this very day that they were
      conned into bringing back a guilty verdict!
    


    
      Subsequently the Philadelphia judges who permitted the illegal prosecutions did not anticipate that the assistant
      district attorney Michelle Seidner’s deceptive practice of lying to jurors in order to ensure convictions of
      indigent black men would be discovered and uniformed for proof. Consequently, upon the surprised exposure of Ms.
      Seidner’s machinations, the said Philadelphia judges could not rebut the conclusive evidence and facts against
      the state according to guaranteed constitutional provisions in both the federal and state forums.
    


    
      Instead all fundamentally guaranteed American laws were flouted by every subsequent court thereafter, including
      the Third Circuit Federal Court and the Supreme Court of the United States. The foregoing illegal practices are
      very common among America’s courthouses. The federal courts’ hands are not clean involving these matters either;
      they’re more diabolical in their misapplication of American law than the state courts because of their duty (see
      chapter 1, n. 1) to correct the state’s violations and ensure the integrity of the Constitution of the United
      States. However, they also indulge in the subtle application of intimidation through misuse of the aura of
      judicial authority upon the American people, to promote the government’s interest. And what they’re doing is not
      only shameful but it is dangerous to all Americans’ liberty! All federal circuit courts indulge in this practice
      but the author has chosen the United States District Court Third Circuit, Third Circuit Court of Appeals, and the
      Supreme Court of the United States to demonstrate the judiciary’s discriminatory practices and secret
      collaboration of corruption with the state courts because of the author’s personal experience and familiarity and
      because the Third Circuit is undoubtedly one of the most racist, discriminating, and manipulative federal
      judicial forums of them all!
    


    
      The state courts aforementioned, at page 30, can easily be corrected by the federal courts through various
      statutorily designed provisions. Two of these provisions Title 28 United States Codes, section 2254 (abbreviated
      U.S.C. §; writ of habeas corpus, which releases a person from incarceration from illegally obtained convictions,
      or grants a new trial) or Title 42 United States Codes, section 1983 (a federal civil complaint requiring relief
      against persons acting improperly under color of state law); these are the more favorable and more commonly used
      provisions throughout the United States. However, the Third Circuit Federal Court and many other circuit courts,
      including the Supreme Court of the United States, secretly do not like the protection and relief that these
      provisions provide to all Americans. So they have developed numerous devices to sabotage the use of these
      provisions by the American people, particularly the discriminating class mentioned herein. This artifice is
      primarily applied when minority, laymen, and indigent Americans come up against the government and its
      constituency, which is almost all the time according to said provisions, and constitutes a legitimate threat to
      the government’s interest. What the Third Circuit and other circuits courts are inconspicuous notorious for
      misapplying federal rules of civil and criminal procedures and the federal constitution, when the provisions are
      unfavorable to the government’s interest. However, these same provisions are applied to the letter when they are
      favorable to the government.
    


    
      See chapters 5–7, explaining in detail the misuse by the American judiciary of legal procedures and how they
      accomplish this deceptive feat among Americans who are intimidated by their authority.
    


    
      As is evident, America’s courts expertly and deceptively apply the aura of judicial authority to intimidate the
      American people into decisions that promote the judiciary’s personal interest. This is tantamount to judicial or
      governmental tyranny. Ironically the Constitution of the United States was designed to protect all Americans from
      judicial tyranny.5
    


    
      Again the very people who are vested with this task are the ones applying the tyranny. See chapters 12–16 how to
      legally oppose the abuse of the court’s authority when being used in the manner described.
    

    


    
      5 See chapter 7, pages 52–68, for a
      comprehensive look at numerous Third Circuit justices’ machinations.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 5
    


    
      Artifice of the Manipulation
      

      of Procedural Rules
    


    
      These procedures are designed to promote fairness and expedite justice. A good book that outlines a summary of
      the basis of American procedural laws is Federal Civil Judicial Procedures and
      Rules, which is consistently updated and reedited every few years and can be found at your local law
      library. Also see Black’s Law Dictionary.
    


    
      The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United States guarantee all Americans the proper
      application of these procedural due processes. All state courts have similar procedural law statutes that
      correlate with the federal procedural laws. All American judges are required by statutory oath, id., chapter, 1,
      page 13, to follow the statutorily mandated civil and criminal procedures. Instead of following the foregoing
      procedures, many American state and federal court judges have developed various artifices that sabotage the
      American people’s procedural due process rights while simultaneously giving the appearance of following the
      procedures, and the following will demonstrate how the American people are cheated and misled by the pretentious
      American judiciary.
    


    
      The most commonly misused procedural processes fall under two categories: (1) the summary denial of any
      procedural due process that promotes an American citizen’s interest and is detrimental to the government’s case,
      such as the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution and
      relating state procedures, and (2) when the tables are turned around and the government becomes the
      defendant—those same type of procedures that were ignored and permitted the case and evidence to go to trial are
      now summarily granted to the government, and the case and evidence are discarded without a jury trial, such as
      the Eleventh Amendment of the Constitution, summary judgment, judgment on the pleadings, failure to state claim
      upon which relief can be granted, and demur and moot doctrines; these provisions are part of the affirmative
      defense doctrine, meaning procedures that summarily dismiss the case before a jury hears the issues or during the
      hearing of the issues. In a lesser legal language the state and federal courts ignore procedural rights that
      would dismiss a case or give some relief to an American citizen who is detrimental to the Government. However,
      when the American citizen challenges the governing body, state and federal courts enforce those same procedural
      rights to the letter by summarily dismissing the controversy and thereby denying all relief. This avoids exposure
      of the government’s illegal activities.
    


    
      The state and federal appellate courts also participate in this artifice by rubber-stamping approval or refusing
      review (denial of certiorari or allocator means to deny review without weighing the merits of the issues), and if
      government corruption is involved, it never becomes exposed and continues unabated. See chapters 6–7, giving a
      further example of this practice the following examples are actual events concerning the manipulation of the
      federal rules of civil procedures, based upon rule 56, summary judgment by judges all over America. Summary
      judgment procedures are designed to eliminate frivolous claims;6 thus, if a litigant cannot show the
      court an actual dispute or the court on its own (sua sponte) cannot find any existing disputes between the
      parties, then a jury trial would be unnecessary and a waste of tax money, and summary judgment proper. This is an
      extremely difficult procedure to prove because once a party can timely indicate that she/he may have suffered a
      loss at the hands or directions of their opponents. Summary judgment or summarily dismissing the case is improper
      and the party is entitled to a jury trial. What the state and federal courts are inconspicuously notorious for is
      summarily dismissing legitimate legal controversies, particularly against the minority groups aforementioned,
      with more preference toward black, Hispanic, and poor Americans when they bring claims against predominantly
      white government officials and their constituencies and thereby sabotage the guaranteed right to a jury trial,
      which also avoids exposures of their violations. The following are actual events of the United States District
      Court Third Circuit, federal, sitting in Pennsylvania, deliberate misuse of the summary judgment procedures to
      avoid a jury trial against predominantly white government employees by black citizens.
    


    
      On April 12, 1991, a Title 42 U.S.C. 1983, civil complaint, id., chapter 4, page 31, was filed against three
      white state government employees by a black litigant, case reference Civil Action No. 910661; presiding judge
      Gustave Diamond (a white judge) illegally dismissed the actions. Because the evidence against the state
      defendants was conclusive and admitted by them, the black plaintiff moved for summary judgment. However, the
      judge, knowing that the state defendants could not rebut the plaintiffs reasons for judgment, alleged that there
      is a genuine dispute between the parties (order dated May 15, 1992, Diamond, J.). This required a jury trial by
      any concept of American law! Subsequently, on June 5, 1992, the state defendant moved for summary judgment, which
      was thoroughly rebutted by the plaintiff by opposition motion on June 20, 1992, and the judge’s previous order of
      May 15, 1992, establishing “a genuine dispute”! Ironically, Judge Diamond granted the white defendant’s summary
      judgment on March 5, 1993, despite his May 15, 1992, order, creating a dispute, which requires a jury trial by
      law. Not only is this an illegal act violating the right to a jury trial, Judge Diamond also sabotaged
      plaintiff’s automatic win over the plaintiff’s by summary judgment, and the court’s decisions conflict with the
      summary judgment procedures. The foregoing decisions by Judge Diamond, though patently illegal, was affirmed by
      all federal appellate courts without an opinion because they are lying and covering up for their colleague: Third
      Circuit Court of Appeals, No. 93-3158, Supreme Court of the United States, No. 93-6732. These illegal practices
      are very common among American courts because the public does not know what the judges are doing when they hold
      these private illegal trials, in order to cheat American citizens out of their constitutional right to a jury
      trial with the ultimate purpose of protecting state and government employees—one might say that this only
      involves government interest against the average American citizen and is not a racially based discriminating
      issue; however, it is!7
    


    
      Because the only people that benefit from the procedural denials are mostly white government state and federal
      employees and their community and the few minorities that they hire. And the people that suffer most both
      financial and physical losses are mostly black and other minority Americans, yet the Title 42 United States
      Codes, section 1983, chapter 4, page 31, is designed to protect all Americans from discrimination, yet the courts
      where this relief is sought apply the foregoing artifice.
    


    
      Another twist to the blatant illegal practices of the Third Circuit Courts is unknowingly to Judge Gustave
      Diamond, who sits in the Western District of Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh. About three years later, the black male
      plaintiff’s family brought suit in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia Judge Clarence C. Newcomer,
      presiding, Civil Action No. 94-1994.
    


    
      The suit, although legitimate in every respect, was also summarily dismissed by order dated September 19, 1994.
      However, unknown to both judges, their decisions were exact opposites; therefore, only one judge can be correct
      and one case must go to trial. Again the government defendants were white and the plaintiff’s black and
      conveniently there was no jury, thus far. Simply put, the aforementioned federal judges are lying and misusing
      the summary dismissal procedures to avoid a jury trial against their white constituency. Here are the names of
      other Third Circuit and state court judges who consistently manipulate the summary dismissal procedures
      aforementioned against predominately black, Hispanic, and low-income Americans: Sylvia Rambo, Robert C. Mitchell,
      Gary L. Lancaster, Louis H. Pollak, William J. Ditter, William F. Hall Jr., Dolores K. Sloviter, Edward R.
      Becker, Walter K. Stapleton Carol Los Mannsmann, Morton I. Greenburg, William J. Hutchison, Edward N. Cahn, John
      Gerry, Joseph J. Longobardi, Donald E. Zeigler, Edmund V. Ludwig, Samuel N. Lehrer, Joseph I. Papalini, David N.
      Savitt, Francis A. Buinno, James E. Rowley, Patrick R. Tamilia, and John G. Brosky. The foregoing so-called
      justices are only a few whose manipulations of the American people’s procedural rights can be verified. There are
      many more throughout America. The reader should keep in mind that none of the aforementioned judges thought that
      their complicated artifices disguised by blending the artifice with protocol to cheat the American people, while
      at the same time appearing honorable would ever be uniformly exposed to the American people. However, a review of
      said judges’ court records by any interested American citizen will disclose their illegal practice of sabotaging
      many constitutional protections. These acts prove beyond a doubt that minority and low-income or indigent
      Americans are rarely ever given jury trials against mostly white government officials and their constituency.
    


    
      Interestingly, when those same minority Americans are accused of a crime, the summary dismissal procedures become
      obsolete and contrary to the interest of justice requiring a jury trial so that the governing body, a
      predominantly white constituency, can prove its case or manipulate it and benefit from the losses of the minority
      Americans. The described judicial trickery is the basic foundation for manipulating many other procedural due
      processes; you name the procedures and many American judges have already illegally applied it or will in the
      future.
    


    
      Though the moot doctrine is already incorporated within the context of the other summary dismissal procedures
      (see n.7, this chapter), additional elaboration is necessary because the deceptive application of this doctrine
      of law is designed to avoid government and state entities from answering allegations against them when they have
      no defense that rebuts the allegations. Moot means that there is no controversy before the court because the
      record reflects that a party cannot prove the claim or the matter has been previously resolved, et cetera;
      therefore, the issue is closed as moot. American judges manipulate the moot doctrine by denying mostly minority
      Americans and others their right to a jury trial with the purpose of avoiding liability of the predominantly
      white governmental constituency. The court simply arranges the procedural due processes in their favor and then
      claim mootness.
    


    
      This practice is commonly applied by American judges and continues unchallenged because the abuse of the moot
      doctrine is committed behind the scenes, such as in camera trials (private trials by the judge) and preliminary
      proceedings. The following are two different examples of Pennsylvania state and federal court judges misapplying
      the moot doctrine.
    


    
      On May 6, 1990, a motion to remove a corrupt lawyer was filed averring violation of due process rights. Judge
      Edward E. Russell would not address the motion; instead he held an evidentiary hearing. When the judge saw that
      the black male litigant could conduct his own legal matters and that the defense lawyer was lying, he postponed
      the hearing, permitted defense counsel Irene H. Cotton to file a motion to withdraw on March 3, 1991, held
      another hearing on April 17, 1991, granted defense counsel’s motion to withdraw, and “mooted” the black male’s
      issues. Judge Russell then recused himself sua sponte (on his own), case reference Commonwealth v. Anthony Johnson, PCRA, No. CP 8063-2343. In the interim the black male remained
      in prison and the PCRA petition was never addressed.
    


    
      As previously indicated in this chapter, page 35, a black family brought a Title 42 U.S.C.A. 1983 civil action
      against white government state officials.
    


    
      The complaint alleged phony libeling and enforcement of criminal charges against the black family without due
      process of the law. Federal Judge Clarence C. Newcomer knew that the white defendants could not answer the
      complaint without admitting guilt and that they had no defense to the claim. The defendants filed a motion
      claiming that the black family failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted and that the claim was
      false, and thoroughly rebutted by opposition motion despite the rebuttal. Judge Newcomer dismissed the action,
      claiming “lack of standing,” and another rebuttal motion was filed but this one was never addressed. The decision
      by Judge Newcomer is absurd! There is not the remote possibility of “lack of standing.” Actually what the federal
      judge is saying is that the black family has no character, no reputation, and is not entitled to any procedural
      due processes of the law, despite the record establishing said illegal acts by the white state
      officials/defendants. The foregoing illegal acts by Judge Newcomer essentially “moot” the civil action.
    


    
      The aforementioned procedural artifices are only a few incidences among thousands that go on in American
      courthouses every day. See chapters 12–17, showing any American subject to these practices how to successfully
      oppose the deceptively corrupt American judiciary when they employ said tactics.7a
    

    


    
      
        6 See Chapter 6, Page 41, summarily
        explaining the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments purposes.
      


      
        7 The summary judgment procedure end
        result is the same as failure to state claim upon which relief can be granted, judgment upon the pleadings
        (both of these provisions mean that the complaint filed does not set forth any reason for relief), res judicata
        and collateral estoppel (means the identical issues and same parties to a previous case cannot be brought in
        another judicial proceeding), statute of limitations, doctrine of laches (means a complaint cannot be litigated
        because your time barred for not filing the suit timely), moot and demur doctrines (means to request dismissal
        of the lawsuit because there is no longer a controversy existing between you and your opponents, in as far as
        the court has determined by law). These summary judgment procedures are consistently used in both state and
        federal courts and the procedures are also systematically abused by the courts!
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 6
    


    
      Artifice of the Reasonable Basis Doctrine
    


    
      Out of all the artifices applied upon the American people by the American judiciary, the reasonable basis
      doctrine is by far the most deceptive and cleverish because the impression of the word reasonable and the doctrine itself are used by the judiciary to deceive the American people into
      believing that the reasonable basis doctrine constitutes a balance of fairness. However, fairness is not the
      judiciary’s intentions. That is to say, the reasonable basis doctrine is commonly misused by the judiciary to
      undercut and deny constitutional rights and other similar rights when these rights are in the way of governmental
      purposes and interest. The doctrine permits American judges to deny guaranteed constitutional rights—such as the
      First Amendment right to access to the courts and to redress; the Fourth Amendment right to privacy and against
      illegal search and seizures; the Fifth Amendment right to procedural processes and against self-incrimination;
      the Six Amendment right to a fair trial, obtaining witnesses in your favor, effective counsel, and confronting
      your accusers; the Seventh Amendment right to a civil jury trial; the Eighth Amendment right against cruel and
      unusual punishment; and the Fourteenth Amendment right to due process and equal protection of the law (meaning
      that every American is entitled to be equally treated with the same procedural due processes regardless of race,
      wealth, or gender)—and a host of other statutorily mandated provisions. By ignoring the constitutional guarantees
      and applying their own discretion as to what is “reasonable,” American judges all over the country arbitrarily
      decide which way they want the proceedings to go instead of following established laws or legal doctrines, such
      as stare decisis (a procedure wherein previously established law is not to be disturbed but followed by the
      judge) and the constitutional protections aforementioned, id., page 41.
    


    
      American judges pretend to follow these procedures; however, in actuality they are sabotaging the rights through
      subterfuge of the reasonable basis doctrine.
    


    
      The following illustration of the abuse of the reasonable basis doctrine by American judges is applied in both
      civil and criminal matters. The main thing a jury is instructed to do at trial before hearing evidence is to find
      the defendant guilty beyond reasonable doubt.
    


    
      In this context the reasonable doubt doctrine is equivalent to the burden of proof doctrine, a procedure used in
      all American courts, placing the entire burden of proof upon the prosecutor beyond reasonable doubt. The
      criterion for finding a negligent or corrupt lawyer accountability is you must prove that the lawyer did not have
      a reasonable basis designed to promote your interests. When making a claim against state or federal officials,
      such as police and other executive officers who enforce the law, an American citizen must overcome the official’s
      qualified immunity by proving that the officials were not acting reasonably, also termed as acting in good faith.
    


    
      In each of the foregoing “reasonable basis” scenarios the Supreme Court of the United States has outlined
      controlling legal authorities (cases).8
    


    
      In Re Winship, 397 U.S. 358, 90 S. Ct. 1068 (1970), this case explains the law
      governing reasonable doubt and burden of proof. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S.
      668, 104 S. Ct. 2052 (984), explains the criteria for the reasonable basis analysis required to find a lawyer
      incompetent. And Harlow V. Fitzgerald, 57. U.S. 800, 102 S. Ct. 2727 (1982),
      explains the concept of qualified immunity application to an official’s illegal acts, being reasonable or acting
      in good faith. See chapter 2 on how to look up these cases at your local law library and other legal
      establishments and how to update the cases for future references.
    


    
      Each of the foregoing cases is designed so that American judges can determine what they think is reasonable and
      how they think the case should be reasonably decided. Consequently, whenever American citizens enter the judicial
      forums searching for justice, the following actual events will demonstrate how the American people are
      systematically victimized and misled by American judges according to their “reasoning,” not the Constitution of
      the United States, and thereby abusing the legal process.
    


    
      In the United States of America, thousands of civil complaints are filed daily against numerous citizens,
      businesses, and state and federal governmental personnel, and similar complaints are filed on the criminal side
      of the court. However, almost all of these complaints are summarily dismissed when it’s a concern of government
      personnel or their constituency because American judges have found in almost all of these complaints the
      governing body and its constituency have acted “reasonably” despite the guaranteed right to a jury trial pursuant
      to the Sixth and Seventh Amendments of the Constitution of the United States Bill of Rights, which is designed to
      avoid the arbitrary determination by all American judges as to what they think is reasonable.”
    


    
      Judges can summarily dismiss any civil action or allow the actions to proceed despite the constitutional
      guarantees, with impunity, regardless of the facts, evidences, and laws to the contrary, based upon whatever they
      think is reasonable. Naturally the end results are abuse of discretion, abuse of power, dogma, communism,
      judicial corruption, and tyranny, and the very things that the American judicial system is designed to protect
      all Americans from.
    


    
      Here are some excellent examples of the abuse of the reasonable basis doctrine in practice by America’s judges,
      against all American citizens.
    


    
      Throughout the federal district courts and state courts, there is a continuing practice of refusing to hold
      lawyers accountable for lying, cheating, and stealing from their clients or the public in general, yet when these
      same lawyers cheat the governing body, they are made to answer for their crimes (usually superficially). For
      example, two prominent white criminal trial attorneys, William J. Perrone and Nino Tinari were convicted
      involving separate incidences and times for embezzlement—but not before cheating hundreds of black clients and
      others out of their hard-earned money and their constitutional rights. Many complaints were filed against these
      two attorneys and others like them, but the complaints are systematically ignored or addressed superficially, and
      lawyers like these are pitted ‘‘open season” upon minority Americans.9
    


    
      The minority groups herein are denied redress to the courts through—guess what?—the “reasonable basis” doctrine
      because American judges will find something “reasonable” for lawyers stealing from their minority clients.
      American judges’ activities involving these matters are so cleverly hypocritical that they actually have
      controlling legal authority that bars the American people from suing the lawyers that cheated them, for example,
      Aberici v. Tinari, 374 Pa. Super. 20, 242 A.2d. 127 (1988) (Tinari is the same
      lawyer aforementioned). Ironically, Nino Tinari was subsequently prosecuted for embezzling the government out of
      four hundred forty-one thousand dollars ($441,000) (Philadelphia Daily News,
      February 25, 1992). And, Perrone pleaded guilty to stealing over three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000), which
      also resulted in the denial of hundreds of minority clients constitutional rights being lost in which many were
      incarcerated as a consequence.
    


    
      In summarizing, when mostly white lawyers cheat their minority clients, the clients (the average American
      citizens) are barred from suing the lawyers for the return of their money or constitutional rights by judges
      making up reasons based upon some affirmative defensive legal9 procedure that
      bars or hides access to the courts, but when these same lawyers cheat the governing body, they are prosecuted and
      made to return the money.
    


    
      Looked at from another perspective, lawyers can cheat the American people out of their money and then pay the
      government off, thereby minimizing their losses by keeping a part of what they stole from their clients.
    


    
      Most Americans are familiar with the Watergate Scandal where former president Richard C. Nixon, of the United
      States of America, was exposed for his involvement in criminal activities concerning wiretapping. If you compare
      the Watergate Scandal with the People of California v. O. J. Simpson, double murder
      trial, scandal, you will find that besides the difference in their indictments and races, the remaining factors
      are the same as any other criminal case, yet President Nixon was never tried for his criminal activities! Because
      the Supreme Court of the United States (William H. Rehnquist, approving, Justice Rehnquist was appointed by
      President Nixon on December 15, 1971, and later became chief justice) thought it was very “unreasonable” to try
      the president of the United States of America for committing crimes against the American people, yet 1970s–1990s,
      Chief Justice Rehnquist and many of his colleagues supports the death penalty, supports narrowing down
      constitutional privileges of both the civil and criminal processes, and generally this hard-lined conservative
      judge decisions support any governmental interest over the American people’s liberty.
    


    
      But when President Nixon was accused of a crime, Justice Rehnquist’s entire conservative approach went out the
      window (in retrospect), and he could not find any reasonable basis for the prosecution and liability of the
      president of the United States.
    


    
      “The Court intimates that its decision is grounded in the Constitution. If that is the case, Congress cannot
      provide a remedy against president misconduct and the criminal laws of the United States are wholly inapplicable
      to the President.” (Nixon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 731, at i65, 102 S. Ct. 2690, at
      2709 (1982))
    


    
      Many American judges, just like Justice Rehnquist, employ the foregoing artifice against the American people
      every day, taking advantage of the people’s lack of legal knowledge. In many of the Supreme Court of the United
      States decisions, the reasonable basis doctrine is promoted solely for the purpose of eliminating the
      constitutional protections from the American People; this is done deliberately so that the inferior courts can
      have an excuse for avoiding the guaranteed constitutional right. In eliminating most of the hypertechnical
      rhetoric, what many American judges do is when constitutional privilege cannot be denied, the judges are allowed
      to circumvent the privileges by claiming that any denial of the constitutional right was “reasonable.” If this
      process was equally applied to government personnel, it may work; however, this is not the case! Because when one
      of the government’s constituents such as President Nixon, lawyers, prosecutors, police, et cetera, rights are
      violated, the reasonable basis doctrine no longer exists and the margin of interpretation becomes void,
      consequence of the constitutional privileges of the government personnel being beyond any reasonable basis that
      would affect its application. In fact President Nixon, as many other government personnel, does not have to pay a
      dime for a defense because either the taxpayer’s foot the bill or American judges come to their rescue in the
      manner described. Simply put the American people are being bamboozled and subjected to judicial subjugation,
      through a surreptitious double standard application of American law between the federal and state governing body
      and the governed!
    


    
      In making another comparison of President Nixon’s Watergate Scandal to the subsequent O. J. Simpson double murder
      scandal, Mr. Simpson spent millions of dollars on his defense while Mr. Nixon did not have to spend a dime. The
      reader will find when making the foregoing comparison that this is the basic recipe for both racial and status
      discrimination against minority Americans by the judiciary! For instance, the arresting officers violated
      multiple Fourth Amendment constitutional rights—illegal search and seizure and the right to privacy of Mr.
      Simpson—and this was done without a warrant or probable cause, resulting in confiscated and fabricated evidence.
      Ironically, it was unlike Mr. Nixon, who never was tried for his crimes because of his constitutional protections
      and buddies on the Supreme Court.
    


    
      The American judiciary found it “reasonable” for the police to violate Mr. Simpson’s constitutional protections
      and make use of the illegally obtained evidence against Mr. Simpson. Interestingly, many White Americans who
      observed the Simpson trial were complaining about black American’s ability to be fair and Mr. Simpson’s ability
      to afford being able to compete with the governing body’s resources. Evidently, it would be more practical to
      worry about the governing body being fair and why President Nixon did not have to pay for a defense because the
      government makes and enforces the law against all of us—not Mr. Simpson! The hiatus of twenty years between the
      Nixon and Simpson scenarios proves that race and status discrimination is alive and growing. As the reader can
      see, with the black Mr. Simpson, constitutional rights were arbitrarily denied, and with the white President
      Nixon, constitutional rights were arbitrarily enforced, without as much as a trial or any financial expenses.
    


    
      Furthermore, in the wake of The People of California v. O. J. Simpson murder trial,
      many white Americans and others felt that the verdict was improper primarily for two reasons: (1) the
      predominantly black jury panel was partial because the defendant was a black male revered in his country for his
      athletic accomplishments, and (2) famous black trial attorney Johnny Cochran played what the persecuting attorney
      for the State Christopher Darden, and the predominantly white news media designated “race card” (a term that
      denotes the use of racial agenda discrimination as a tool to distract the jury from weighing the actual evidence)
      and thereby creating a smokescreen.10 On October 2, 1995, one day before the
      State v. O. J. Simpson verdict, Cable News Network (CNN) conducted a survey of
      mostly white celebrities, and many of them insinuated that the defense was creating a smokescreen; known actor
      and martial arts expert Steven Segal was very graphic concerning this belief. Also, many white Americans were
      offended by the use of the “Holocaust” by Johnny Cochran, Esq., to demonstrate the seriousness of permitting
      racism to go unchecked, involving the testimony of a racist police officer Detective Mark Furhman, who may have
      fabricated the evidence. Prior to these a foregoing events, on March 1, 1995, Greta Van Susteren stated that
      white Americans can be just as fair as black Americans when becoming jurors (CNN). Well, Ms. Susteren was wrong,
      judging from the previous response by white Americans and subsequent response after the jury verdict; a mostly
      white jury would have more than likely found Mr. Simpson guilty upon the flimsy evidence presented by the
      prosecution.
    


    
      Unfortunately, Attorney Johnny Cochran, the jury, and all black Americans had to accept the previous insults
      because black people do not own any major communication networks in America; however, thank God for the First
      Amendment, which permits other forms of communication! Therefore, the foregoing and following establishes the
      abuse of the reasonable basis doctrine by both the judiciary and the news media, creating two factions, one black
      and one white. For example, black and Native Americans have suffered a holocaust equal if not exceeding the
      plight of the Jews! Over one hundred million black and Native Americans were systematically murdered, butchered,
      raped, and enslaved during the inhumane slave trade and Indian wars, and they’re vestige in America alone.
      America’s judiciary has secretly developed and practiced the artifices set forth within the context of this book
      and other artifice, to ensure victory and control over minority Americans. And if this is not enough, the
      all-white news media and Charles Darden, Esq. (a black prosecutor used by the predominantly white judiciary as a
      “token” black to give the appearance of equality, which did not fool black Americans) invented the now infamous
      playing the race card. Evidently, Charles Darden and black men like him and many white Americans should have read
      or should read Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 106 S. Ct. 1789 (1986), see chapter
      4, pages 27–29, a quote from the Batson case, Justice Marshall’s concurring opinion, then the truth will come to
      light as to whose really playing the race card.
    


    
      It’s ironic how the American judiciary permitted (and still does permit through subterfuge) white prosecutors to
      play the race card for hundreds of years until currently finding their acts of racial discrimination reasonably
      based. Yet O. J. Simpson gets a predominantly black jury, spends millions on lawyers, and is acquitted of an
      alleged double murder; and now white Americans are concerned that black Americans cannot be fair. Where were all
      of these same humanitarians, judicially concerned Americans, and the news media, when the white prosecutors and
      white juries convicted thousands of black males without any evidence? The American judiciary is the only one
      playing the race card as their record shows, proven and documented within the very context of this book.
    


    
      The reaction of many white Americans’ hostility involving the O. J. Simpson verdict, id. at page 45-47, only
      proves and heightens the racially created practices developed by the American judiciary because, if the courts
      were not practicing racial and status discriminating artifices in the beginning and currently, white Americans
      would not have any reason to question the integrity of the black jurors verdict in the Simpson trial; in other
      words, many white Americans knew that discrimination was being employed by the judiciary against minorities but
      did not protest until they thought it was being reversed in the Simpson case.
    


    
      In concluding this chapter, to give the reader and independent or second opinion so to speak, involving the
      misuse of the reasonable basis doctrine. The Supreme Court of the United States has expose this practice in some
      of their many dissents, and here are two such dissents:
    


    
      “My objection to the performance standard adopted by the Court is that it is so malleable that, in practice, it
      will either have no grip at all or will yield excessive variations in the manner in which the Sixth Amendment is
      interpreted and applied by different courts. To tell lawyers and the lower courts that counsel for a criminal
      defendant must behave ‘reasonably’ and must act like ‘a reasonably competent attorney’ [citation omitted] is to
      tell them almost nothing. In essence, the majority has instructed judges called upon to assess claims of
      ineffective assistance of counsel to advert to their own intuitions regarding what constitutes ‘professional’
      representation.” (Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, at 707-709 (1984))
    


    
      “Such a constitutional formula substitutes this Court’s judgment of what is right for what the Constitution
      declares what shall be the supreme law of the land . . . That result is to freeze as
      unconstitutional the circumstances of each case, giving the State and Federal Government no permanent
      constitutional standards.” (Stovall v. Denno, 388 US 293, at 305-306 (1967))
    


    
      Justice Thurgood Marshall, because of professional courtesy, would not accuse any of his colleagues of deliberate
      acts of discrimination; however, Justice William H. Rehnquist’s decisions are nothing more than legalized
      discrimination employed against the poor and common people but not against the rich and governing body. In fact
      it appears that the Rehnquist Supreme Court could not wait until Justice Marshall retired, which he made note of
      himself in July 1991; in order to manipulate many of Justice Marshall’s decisions upholding the poor and common
      people’s constitutional privileges. For example, Monell v. Department of Social Services of
      New York City, 436 U.S. 658 (1978) has been twisted back to its predecessor case, Monroe v. Pape 364 U.S. 16i (1961), which Justice Rehnquist was instrumental in changing. Also,
      see House Representatives Bill 666, giving police and other government enforcement agencies the unbridled
      discretion to search and seize property and invade the privacy of any American citizen without probable cause and
      without any substantial recourse to challenge this abuse by the citizen. The previous acts give the judiciary the
      right to apply any reason that they think justifies the government’s interest and avoids governmental liability.
      All this is based upon the rubber band practice of exploiting the reasonable basis doctrine!
    

    


    
      
        88 The surreptitious elimination of the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth,
        Seventh, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United States by way of the reasonable
        basis doctrine destroys the very concept of the American way of life and is being committed by the officials
        vested with the power to uphold and support the Constitution of the United States of America.
      


      
        9 When the
        state’s district attorney is making out a prima facie case (establishing criminal charges for the purpose of
        trial), the court can employ the reasonable basis artifice to determine who goes to trial and who does
        not. The reasonable basis doctrine’s ambivalence is confusing to any litigant. However, the judiciary
        can apply it either way, i.e., if they want to try a person before a jury they can, and if they to deny person
        a jury trial, they can, simply by manipulating the reasonable basis doctrine; see chapter 5.
      


      
        10 A similar situation concerning
        double standard treatment by the governing body was strongly contested by Pennsylvania legislators during the
        May 1996, involving Governor Thomas Ridge’s Senate Bill 1441, which literally eliminates medical treatment of
        the poor, underprivileged, and elderly, but not the governing body! These identical practices of governmental
        subversion ignited the infamous French Revolution of 1789–1799 wherein thousands of innocent citizens both rich
        and the poor were mass murdered, resulting from the “double standard” exploitation treatment by the governing
        body against the poor and common people. Some subsequent parallel developments appearing to be a prelude to a
        possible American Revolution are the “Move Massacre in Philadelphia”, 1985. The city government killed eleven
        people without cause; the Ruby Ridge murder by federal agents; the Oklahoma bombing, Freemen Standoff; and the
        many militia movements—all during the 1980s and 1990s.
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 7
    


    
      Artifice of the Deliberate Misinterpretation of Legal Authority
    


    
      For those Americans who may not be familiar with legal authority, legal authority means that a civil or criminal
      case has been finally decided and published by the government and its reasoning not overturned by a higher court
      or the same court in the future, making the legal authority the established principle of law to be followed
      involving similar or identical cases by all judges. See chapter 2, pages 17–19, outlining the citations for
      finding legal authority, and stare decisis doctrine (Black’s Law Dictionary) meaning the established law to be
      followed!
    


    
      There are basically two types of legal authority: (1) cases that outline a specific criteria to be followed
      involving the weighing of certain factors—for example, the Supreme Court legal authority Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 92 S. Ct. 2182 (1982), explains the criteria to be followed when
      addressing excessive delays in bringing an American citizen to trial, and (2) legal authority wherein though the
      legal authority is the established law; there is ambiguity as to whether the authority is to be applied to the
      individual set of circumstances because of the different situations that occur before, during, and after the
      proceedings and there are also counter-authorities; these authorities contradict the authority being used. An
      example of the foregoing is the following.
    


    
      Commonwealth v. Hawk, 597 A.2d. 1141 (Pa. 1991) is a case wherein the Commonwealth’s
      attorney was held responsible for excessive delays in bringing a defendant to trial resulting in dismissal of the
      charges. Though the Hawk case and other delay cases throughout the states correlates with the reasoning in
      Barker v. Wingo, supra, there is a distinct difference, which is the test in Barker
      for weighing delay issues never changes and is applied nationwide (supreme law of the land). However, the
      application of the state’s cases to a specific set of circumstances depends upon its correlation with the supreme
      law of the land and whether or not the facts of a given situation corresponds with the state’s case being used
      such as the following: Is the delay excessive? Who’s responsible for the delay? Was the delay objected to during
      the proceedings? Is the delay prejudicial to the presentation of the facts? An American citizen is required to
      prove any one or all of these factors in order to gain relief. The foregoing case scenarios are the basic
      mechanics for assessing and applying any type of legal authority. It could be a case involving the standard test
      for what constitutes prosecutorial misconduct (when state or federal prosecutor uses illegal methods to obtain a
      conviction) and of course numerous ambiguous state authorities that follow.
    


    
      Upon consideration of the foregoing analysis for weighing and applying legal authority combine with the practices
      set forth at chapter 6.
    


    
      It’s easy to see that if any judge in any type of proceeding wishes she/he can easily misinterpret the standard
      legal criteria and then apply any of the many ambiguous legal authorities for or against any party they choose.
      This is exactly what happens every day all over America! State and federal judges take advantage of the average
      American citizen’s ignorance of legal authority and project to them the idea that a specific legal authority
      applies, when it does not, and when it does pretends it does not, with the purpose of promoting their own
      interests and beliefs.
    


    
      The American people are nothing more than victims of judicial conmen. Americans enter the judicial forum hanging
      on every word of the judges, lawyers, and prosecutors of whom right in front of the jurors’ and the public’s
      faces deliberately misquote law not in the government’s favor, and refuse to apply legal authority that will
      dispose of the case in favor of the nongovernment party as anyone can see judges, lawyers, and prosecutors should
      not be Trusted until they earned the trust. See chapter 3 for a further illustration of judicial interest, and
      chapter 5, wherein a similar manipulation of statutory procedures are applied.
    


    
      Here are some examples of the foregoing artifice in practice: In an unpublished case Commonwealth v. Scruggs, Nos. 0959-0961 Philadelphia Court, a black male defendant was accused
      of possession of a narcotic with intent to deliver and simple assault upon a police officer in the city of
      Philadelphia. During trial, presiding judge N. I. Quinones Alejandro, Mr. Scruggs paid Attorney Eliot D.
      Moskowitz did not cite a single legal authority despite numerous legal authorities in Mr. Scruggs’s favor, did
      not interview or investigate any of the many exculpatory witnesses in his client’s favor, and cajoled Mr. Scruggs
      into waiving his guaranteed right to a jury trial. Mr. Scruggs was conveniently found guilty of all charges and
      sentenced to six years of imprisonment. An appeal was filed by Mr. Scruggs, pro se, and a lawyer was appointed,
      Sondra Rodrigues, to assist Mr. Scruggs but instead she cited over thirty legal authorities against her own
      client—none of which overrode Mr. Scruggs’s guaranteed right to call witnesses in his favor under the Sixth
      Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. Obviously it is very duplicitous how Mr. Scruggs’s trial
      attorney did not cite a single legal authority in behalf of his client (appellate counsel: counsel after the
      guilty verdict and sentencing). The said acts by the court, defense counsel, and appellate counsel though made to
      look like the legal authorities are proper. The acts are nothing more than a common secret illegal practice
      designed to protect their own governmental affiliates.11
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      The foregoing judges have secretly used the African Americans Tax revenues, to deny
      them their guaranted access to the courts; in violation of their Oath, see Chapter 1 page 13, oath of office, and
      Chapter 10, and when exposed for these violations, they invoked immunity to their crimes! And Congress refused to
      investigate the Federal Judges Machinations; which also violates their fiduciary obligation governing taxes.
      See United States v. Mitchell, 463 U.S.
      206 (1983)
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      Their actual motives are to protect the arresting officer from charges of police brutality, false arrest and
      probable cause to arrest, which would have incorporated the city of Philadelphia as a defendant, because Mr.
      Scruggs’s exculpatory witnesses could have testified too damaging evidence against the arresting officer.
      Consequently, Nitza I. Quinnones Alejandro, Mr. Moskowitz, and Ms. Rodrigues participated in an esoteric
      conspiracy to sabotage Mr. Scruggs’s constitutional right to call witnesses in his favor. Before Mr. Scruggs
      walked into the courtroom, his conviction was preordained by the judiciary. The foregoing practices and motives
      by the judiciary are common throughout the United States courthouses against black, Hispanic, and average- to
      low-income Americans and can also be used as a class-based discrimination tactic; also the parties involved in
      instituting this artifice are inconspicuously protected in the manner illustrated in chapters 6, 7, and 10.
      Moreover, in the Superior Court of Pennsylvania, Donald E. Wieand (who did not participate in the consideration),
      Kate Elliott Ford, and Sydney J. Hoffman improperly affirmed the denial of Mr. Scruggs’s right to call witnesses
      in his favor.
    


    
      The United States federal courts also deliberately and systematically misinterpret and manipulate legal
      authority, and contrary to their oath Title 23 U.S.C. § 453, they assist the states in this practice.
    


    
      For example, on January 21, 1995, a black male (the author) and others similarly situated filed an affidavit and
      public challenge accusing numerous state and federal officials, mostly white male judges, of the deliberate
      misapplication of legal authority and statutory laws, in order to among other things deny mostly the black, the
      Hispanic, and the poor their guaranteed constitutional rights in both civil and criminal matters, when the said
      minorities bring actions against white government officials and their affiliates. The following list exposes some
      very manipulative federal court judges in the United States District Court Third Circuit and the Supreme Court of
      the United States and the legal authorities they misapplied to avoid jury trials or hinder the fairness of the
      jury trial against the minorities aforementioned:
    


    
      William J. Ditter, Jr. J., Civil Action No. 88-7991, Johnson v. Buinno. et al.,
      refused to apply Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963) and cited other legal
      authorities that did not apply in an attempt to camouflage his manipulations and took the place of the jury and
      decided the issues himself.
    


    
      Clarence C. Newcomer Jr., J., Civil Action No. 88-7991 Johnson v. Ditter, J., et
      al., manipulated Mireles v. Waco, 116 L.Ed.2d. 9 (1991) by improperly
      granting immunity to all defendants when there is no immunity to declaratory judgment, which is cited in Mireles,
      supra, again no jury trial against white officials. See chapter 5, pages 35–36 involving Judge Newcomer’s other
      machinations.
    


    
      Louis H. Pollak, J., Civil Action No. 91-2865, Johnson v. Rosemeyer, et al., refused
      to apply his own ruling in Heiser v. Ryan, 951 F.2d. 559 (3rd Cir. 1991) and
      correlating legal authority Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514 (1972), Keeney v. Tamayo Reyes, 112 S. Ct. 1715 (1992), Pollak, J., manipulated said authorities to void
      a new trial and suborned to perjury to avoid the constitutional relief. Proper application of said authorities
      guaranteed a new trial or dismissal of the charges.
    


    
      Diane M. Welsh, J., and William F. Hall Jr., J., United State magistrates, and Judge Edmund
      v. Ludwig, Civil Action No. 91-2865, Johnson v. Rosemeyer, et al., committed
      the same acts as Pollak, J., Same as above.
    


    
      Gustave Diamond, J., and Robert C. Mitchell, J., Civil Action No. 91-0661, Johnson v.
      Rosemeyer, et al., refused to apply Hewitt v. Helms, 459 U.S. 460 (1963) and
      Anderson v. Liberty Lobby Inc., 477 U.S. 242 (1986), proper application of these
      legal authorities mandated an automatic victory or a jury trial against the white public officials. See chapter
      5, pages 34–35, for other cases involving the machinations of Diamond and Mitchelle.
    


    
      Delore K. Sloviter, J., Civil Action No. 9433, IN RE COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT, misapplied In Re Complaint of
      Misconduct, 694F.2d. 924 (9th. Cir. 1982); this case is totally inapplicable to the facts and again no impartial
      factfinder, only their colleagues.
    


    
      The following are other Third Circuit appellate and district court judges that manipulate legal authorities and
      affirm the illegal decisions of their colleagues: Edward R. Becker, Walter K. Stapleton, William D. Hutchinson,
      Edward N. Cahn, Anthony J. Scirica, Sylvia J. Rambo, Joseph J. Longobardi, Donald E. Zeigler, John F. Gerry, and
      many others.
    


    
      All the foregoing federal judges were publicly challenged on January 21, 1995, for employing said artifices and
      did not rebut, refute, or counter-challenge their judicial corruption. According to standard federal and state
      law, this is an admission of guilt and made more critical as a consequence of their position as public officials
      vested with the power of life and death!
    


    
      As anyone can see the American judiciary applies a double standard of law with preferential treatment to
      themselves and they depend on the fact that no one knows what they’re doing. American citizens are ordered to
      appear in court and abide by whatever legal authority the court invokes, yet the court does not abide by its own
      laws. The American people are being repeatedly deceived and used by the American judiciary to serve their own
      purpose. See chapter 11 for tyrannical judicial systems.
    


    
      Moreover, the United States Supreme Court also assists the inferior courts in their deliberate misinterpretation
      of legal authorities.
    


    
      All United States Supreme Court cases are the supreme law of the land. When nine Supreme Court justices make a
      decision outlining how the law is to be applied nationwide, the inferior courts enforce the supreme law of the
      land, as long as the decision is favorable to their purposes, but when the supreme law becomes detrimental to
      their interest, it is disregarded manipulated in the manner previously described in this chapter and in chapter
      6. When an American citizen tries to show the Supreme Court of the United States that the supreme law is not
      being followed by the lower courts and is instead being abused to avoid relief, the justices of the Supreme Court
      of the United States systematically and deliberately deny writs of certiorari.12
    


    
      Consequently, the end result is, the supreme law can be used against any American to deny guaranteed
      constitutional protections and promote the government’s interest. However, the American people are procedurally
      and legally barred from using the same supreme law to promote their interest because they are barred by the
      discretionary certiorari process from having their claims heard. See chapters 12–17 explaining various tactics
      for opposing this legalized governmental corruption.
    

    


    
      
        11 See how Mr. Moskowitz legally
        advertises his exploitation of black Americans as illustrated at page 55 (a). See Nitza I Quonones Alejandro,
        J., order of October 8, 2015 now a federal court judge, continuing her lies in federal court thirty years
        later; as illustrated at Exhibits A-B 1, 2, and 3 following Mr. Moskowitz’ false advertisement.
      


      
        12 Certioraris is petition to the
        Supreme Court of the United States, requesting review of the lower courts activities; this procedure is
        discretionary and usually delegated to the clerk; thus the Supreme Court justices usually do not review the
        issues, resulting in thousands of legitimate claims being dismissed and the lower courts getting away whatever
        deceptive practices that they employed, such as the ones mentioned in chapters 1–10.
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 8
    


    
      Artifice of Disregarding Both Fact and Law
    


    
      Deliberately misinterpreting legal authority is easy for the American judiciary to get away with because they can
      claim they did not understand the legal reasoning when they get caught, as illustrated at chapters 6 and 7.
      However, to manipulate both fact and law together, the court’s deception must be camouflaged perfectly fully to
      avoid the criminal aspects of their artifices. The American judicial system, state, federal, and supreme, has
      found that the best way to get away with changing the facts of a given case is simply to rearrange the facts in
      favor of the government or its constituency by disregarding the facts altogether or addressing only the facts
      that promote the government’s interest. Using the said method, when the judiciary gets caught committing this
      criminally liable practice, they can fashion any numerous amount of excuses, such as the following: they were not
      aware of all the facts, a subsequent misused procedural requirement bars them from considering the facts, but the
      most prevalent excuse is to continue to pretend that the facts are something else. Thus their colleagues on
      appeal can affirm their unlawful acts because only the facts that they rearranged will be considered on appeal.
    


    
      Here is a brief point explaining the very important nature of the application of the facts in any type of
      criminal or civil dispute. Legal authorities can be interpreted in different ways and are subject to change, but
      the facts of a given case never change; the facts always remain the same and a jury is the exclusive factfinder
      (unless the jury trial is waived, then the judge takes the place of the jury and becomes the factfinder).
      Consequently, if the facts are in your favor, you’re going to win the dispute, be it a civil or criminal matter.
      Unfortunately, the American judicial system has developed many judicial tricks to avoid the facts and promote
      their own personal interest. The following is a true example of how the judiciary manipulates the actual facts of
      a case via judges, prosecutors, and defense lawyers, including appellate lawyers, all working together secretly
      to manipulate the proceedings to favor the government and simultaneously deny a black male his guaranteed
      constitutional privileges.
    


    
      Again, Commonwealth v. Scruggs, Nos. 0959-0961, Term Philadelphia criminal court,
      unpublished as illustrated in chapter 7 at page 53-54, will be utilized as a further example in demonstrating the
      manipulation of facts by America’s court.
    


    
      It’s a fact that Mr. Robert Scruggs paid Mr. Eliot D. Moskowitz, Esq., to represent him concerning a criminal
      matter of possession of narcotics with intent to deliver and simple assault upon a police officer. It’s a fact
      that Mr. Scruggs paid Mr. Moskowitz to investigate and subpoena four essential witnesses, which Mr. Moskowitz did
      not do! It’s a fact that the four witnesses’ testimonies are unfavorable to the state’s case in chief, in that
      the witnesses’ testimonies showed bias and motive of the Commonwealth’s witnesses to fabricate the evidence
      because of the officer’s employment status, pursuant to Pennsylvania Evidence, Chapter VI, 608.3. It’s a fact
      that Mr. Moskowitz’s failure to perform said duties constitutes a breach of contract and a violation of Mr.
      Scruggs’s constitutional rights pursuant to the Sixth Amendment of the United States Constitution and article 1
      section 9 of the Pennsylvania Constitution, compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and
      Pennsylvania Evidence 608.3, supra, motive and impeachment evidence.
    


    
      The foregoing facts are not in dispute. However, in order for the American judiciary to obtain and maintain the
      convictions, and at the same time protect the prosecutor, defense counsel, appellate counsel, the police, and the
      court itself. The Judiciary had to disregard the facts and claim that the four witnesses testimonies were not
      essential, after the facts, yet the Commonwealth’s witness testimony was considered essential before the facts
      were even heard. This is absurd itself and Mr. Scrugg’s paid lawyer is getting away with stealing from his client
      and assisting the Commonwealth in getting its convictions. See chapter 4, pages 27, indicating a similar practice
      during the Mike Tyson case of not calling witnesses for the defense.
    


    
      The appellate courts then affirm the changing of the facts to make it appear legitimate so that their colleagues
      and constituency in the lower court will not be held on criminal charges, for this very inconspicuous conspiracy
      to cheat mostly black and other minority Americans, including the poor, out of their guaranteed constitutional
      rights and make the official record of the proceeding appear legal. Keep in mind that Mr. Scruggs’s case
      represents thousands of criminal and civil cases that take place in America’s courthouses every day. Minority
      Americans, including the poor and middle class, are cheated in the manner previously described to promote the
      government’s personal interest. In New York and Philadelphia alone the practice is so prevalent that it happens
      at least a thousand times a month, and the 90 percent of white male judges and attorneys, whose income surpasses
      the poor and middle-class Americans, get to keep the money they stole from their minority clients and taxpayers,
      which is further illustrated at chapters 5 and 10.
    


    
      See chapter 12, showing any American citizen how to oppose the American judiciary’s secret manipulations of the
      facts of a given case during civil or criminal trials.
    


    
      Another hitch to the changing of facts and law artifice is the American judiciary is notorious for addressing
      weak facts and leaving strong facts out, so when you read their opinions, they are based upon the weakest facts
      because their easier to change! The best example is in the Holy Bible, Mark 15: 6–15, where the factfinders were
      given a choice by the Governor Pilate to condemn Jesus, who was innocent of any wrongdoing, or to free Barabas,
      who was guilty of murder; because Jesus was considered a threat to their interest, the factfinders chose to
      condemn the innocent. America’s judicial system works in very much the same way when their personal governmental
      interest becomes a factor.
    


    
      An additional example of the foregoing practice being used today is the Munia Abu Jamal travesty (convicted in
      Philadelphia of first-degree murder of a police officer on July 2, 1982, and sentenced to death on May 25, 1983).
      Yet a myriad of exculpatory evidence has been disclosed since the conviction, including manipulations by the
      judiciary and its constituency, but the judiciary still refuses to reverse the illegal conviction because they
      know they cannot get another conviction without cheating!
    


    
      On April 29, 2014 U.S. District Court Judge of the Third Circuit, Cynthia M. Rufe “change the facts” i.e., a
      white male defendant Thomas Carmody, was legally served process of summons and complaint on April 11, 2014, and
      responded to complaint admitting guilt which required an automatic default judgment F.R.Civ.P. 55, however Judge
      Rufe, lied and dismissed Mr. Carmody from the suit claiming he was not served process (this was done to avoid his
      liability and assist in the State’s case in cheif). Note, Mr. Carmody did not have to pay a dime for a defense;
      Judge Rufe, represented his interest; in violation of guaranteed procedural due process rights and F.R.Evid 605
      (see Chapter 6 and compare to this Chapter). Subsequently, a misconduct complaint was filed against Judge Rufe,
      and her colleagues lied to cover up her crime! Judges: McKee, Chief Judge, Rendell, Ambro, Fuentes, Smith,
      Fisher, Simandle, Flowers, Conti, Conner and Stark, JJ. liars: Their order dated January 12, 2015 is documented
      proof of their lies (see F.R.Civ.P. 902 (4) See Exhibit 3 order attached). Exhibits 1-3 also exposes how far they
      will go to protect each other’s lies! Moreover McKee, Chief Judge, adjudicating his own corruption violates F. R.
      Civ. P. 605. Said judges combined acts denied Mr. Houston (CA No. 13-4442 Houston v. City Of Philadelphia, et al
      Third Cir) equal protection and due process of the law i.e., the right to sue Mr: Carmody; by the very judges
      invested with the duty to protect Mr. Houston’s guaranteed right to access to the courts. *See Exhibits 1 and 2
      attached establishing that Mr. Carmody was served process and Judge Rufe and her colleagues are lying! This
      scenario establishes how the State and Federal courts secretly sabotage the right to access to the courts through
      changing and/or ignoring the facts and its continuing application. See footnote, Chapter 5 n. 7. Summary
      judgement which Rufe J lied and granted to all defendants illegally! On July 20, 2015, while conspiring with a
      lawyer named Aaron Shotland. Both were unaware of this novel’s publication of their conspiracy! In other words,
      they think they are getting away with their conspiracy. Thereby establishing the complacency and arrogance of
      their racist disposition! Judge Cynthia Rufe is a US District Court Judge who swore to protect Mr Houston’s
      Constitutional Rights but has instead sabotaged the Constitutional sanctions.
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      Chapter 9
    


    
      Artifice of Esoteric Conspiracies by the Trial Judge, Prosecutor, and Defense Counsel
    


    
      When American citizens enter the judicial forum with their paid or appointed lawyers, from that point on the
      citizen is almost totally dependent upon their lawyer’s expertise and loyalties. This blind dependency is one of
      the most dangerous decisions a person can make because the citizen’s very livelihood is usually at stake. Many
      Americans accept a lawyer’s representation as casually as breathing, with little or no consideration of the
      danger involved. One reason for this naive acceptance is that the judiciary creates a false atmosphere of
      integrity combined with indirect intimidation tactics (see chapter 4). This practice cajoles the American people
      into believing that everything is done professionally, legally, and equally! Nothing is further from the
      truth—that is to say, judges, prosecutors, and lawyers conspire with each other all the time, right under the
      public’s and litigants’ noses. It’s a nuance conspiracy very difficult to detect by laymen, and the judiciary
      knows that only a person knowledgeable of American law will understand the truly diabolical nature of their
      conspiracies to deny guaranteed constitutional privileges to millions of American citizens, but not themselves.
    


    
      The perpetrators of such conspiracies are criminally liable. However, they’re almost never criminally charged
      because they’re the ones who do the charging and they’re not going to charge themselves with criminal conspiracy.
      This is a widespread practice; many judges, prosecutors, and defense lawyers appear to be competing with each
      other to prove a certain point in many civil and criminal cases. In reality they’re not competing at all. They’re
      actually conspiring with one another by going through the motions of a trial on the surface and molding the
      proceedings to fit their personal interest in the manner illustrated in chapters 4–8. The following examples are
      a series of civil and criminal cases involving black male defendants and plaintiffs whose white trial and
      appellate lawyers conspired with the adversary and trial judge in Pennsylvania’s state and federal courts to
      promote the government’s interest and ensure that their corrupt activities remain undisturbed and
      hidden.13
    


    
      Anthony Johnson (author)
    


    
      Attorneys: Bruce G. Cassidy, Katherine McAllister, A. Charles Peruto Jr. (State Court Philadelphia, Nos.
      2343-46); and Michael J. Kelly (Federal Court Pennsylvania, No. 91-2865)
    


    
      Prosecutors: Michelle Seidner and Donna Zucker of the Philadelphia District Attorney’s Office, same case numbers
      as above; Attorney General of Pennsylvania Ernie Preate (Federal Court Pennsylvania, Nos. 90-1039, 91-0661); and
      others.
    


    
      All of the foregoing officers of the court either conspired to commit perjury and suborned to perjury or
      conspired with the trial judges to ensure defeat of the black male litigant and avoid any liability of the white
      opponents.
    


    
      Derrick Thomas
    


    
      Attorneys: William J. Perrone and Mark Gottlieb conspired to ensure that Mr. Perrone’s illegal activities would
      not upset the conviction (Philadelphia Court, Nos., 2692-2698).
    


    
      Robert Scruggs
    


    
      Attorneys: Eliot Moskowitz, Sondra Rodrigues, and Barbara S. Rosenburg of the Pennsylvania Disciplinary Board
      conspired to commit perjury and then cover it up.
    


    
      Class Action Austin. et al., v. Pennsylvania, Bureau of Corrections No. 90-797
    


    
      Attorneys: Stefan Presser and David Rudosky, and Ernie Preate conspired to sabotage thousands of black male
      litigants class action against numerous white state officials to avoid their liability.
    


    
      Philadelphia lawyers Patricia Dugan, Elayn Bryn, Irene H. Cotton, and many others are designated to receive court
      appointments of indigent black males, on appeal for the purpose of running up a court appointment bill and then
      claiming no merit in order to ensure that the litigant’s conviction is not overturned—with an ulterior motive of
      protecting their fellow officers of the court from any type of liability. Additional details of these types of
      conspiracies are set forth at chapters 5, 8, and 10.
    


    
      As anyone can see the Pennsylvania state and federal courts have developed a secret illegal practice of using the
      taxpayers’ money to pay predominantly white lawyers to sabotage predominantly black litigants and other minority
      groups their constitutional rights; this places a monopoly on the taxpayers’ funds for their own personal uses,
      which is also illegal.
    


    
      The illegal practices set forth in this chapter are not isolated to the state of Pennsylvania or the Third
      Circuit Federal Court; it’s applied nationwide upon the American people, using their own tax dollars to exploit
      them. See chapter 10 for a further illustration of the manipulation of the taxpayers’ monies to promote the state
      and federal government’s personal interest through a secret monopoly of said funds.
    


    
      A correlating matter involving the sabotaging of African Americans right to access to the courts when they
      proceed pro se and against white officials and their functionaries: Kevin Neal an African American Philadelphian,
      filed pro se a probate action claiming embezzlement of his share of the Estate of his father J.C. Bush, against
      Valerie Bush and her attorney Tangie Boston (Case No. 01615 Phila. Pa Neal v. Bush, Boston) subsequently, after
      judge shopping for several years (a secret and illegal practice used by the Philadelphia Courts). Mr. Neal, on
      the eve of jury selection was bullied out of court by Judge John M. Younge (who was appointed on the very day of
      jury selection and refuse to entertain any motions by Mr. Neal, except to withdraw his case!) to avoid the
      lawyers liability and pro se presentations! Also, the Federal Courts participation in the sabotaging of Mr.
      Neal’s case, was done by permitting the Pennsylvania State Judges to sabotage the summary judgment protocols to
      avoid a pro se victory over an officer of the court (Tangie Boston). Johnson v. Lachman, Glazer, JJ City of
      Philadelphia. No. 12-2461 Third Cir.
    


    
      News Paper artic1e: “The public law firm institute for justice filed the suit in federal court (emphasis added)
      along with local civil liberties lawyer David Rudovsky. They argue the practice violates due process and they
      contend that the City is ground zero in. abusive civil forfeitures.” Philadelphia Dailey News, August 15, 2014
    


    
      “Philadelphia D.A. backs off from civil forfeitures: From 2002 to 2012, Philadelphia took in almost 6 million
      dollars annually and 64 million in total civil forfeitures revenue, Seth, said.” Philadelphia Dailey News
      December 19, 2014.
    


    
      Now compare the foregoing Dailey News articles with the Trevon Martin and Ferguson Mo. scenario, travesties; no
      charges of white males killing unarmed Black males or civil liability (remember due process rights). Now refer
      back to Chapter 4, Baston v. Kentucky, excerpt and see Chapters 5-9 previously raising the same or similar “due
      process” violations as the pretentious David Rudovsky raised against Seth. Williams (notice how both lawyers
      reached an agreement about someone else’s $64,000,000) and how the federal courts permitting these due process
      violation are not addressed by Mr. Rudovsky; note Mr. Rodovsky was cited in Austin v. Pa. Bureau of Correction
      90-7497 Third Circuit! In sum Mr. Rudovsky pretends to represent the American people civil liberties and refuses
      to incorporate the federal courts involvement (his constituents) This is why any form of self-representation is
      secretly sabotaged by state and federal courts all over the United States — in sum our American Judicial System
      has created a monopoly that exploits the American people and then uses that monopoly to protect itself and its
      constituents from any form of liability and/or accountability! This continuing saga of the exploitation of the
      American people will not stop (“Power corrupts and relative power corrupts relatively”) unless opposed! For the
      sake of an example; the United Sates Department of Justice conducted a thorough investigation of the Fergusom Mo.
      scenario during the beginning of 2015 wherein they found that racism and a double standard against Black
      Americans was intentional and exacted by all parts of government (this included the racist prosecutor). Note, the
      United States Department of Justice findings were already established which they already knew, see Chapters 4-9
      further -verification of this fact and exhibits 1 and 2 of this chapter.
    


    
      Protesters race into St. Louis City Hall
    


    
      By Jim Salter and Jim Suhr ASSOCIATED PRESS
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      FERGUSON, Mo – Several people protesting the Ferguson grand jury decision stormed into City Hall in St. Louis on
      Wednesday, leading police to lock down the building and to call in more than a hundred additional officers.
    


    
      At least two people were arrested after the incident, in which the protesters shouted “Shame, Shame” while
      rushing into the building.
    


    
      Those who made it inside City Hall were part of a group of about 200 protesters who marched and held a mock trial
      of Darren Wilson, the Ferguson police officer who shot and killed 18-year-old Michael Brown during an Aug. 9
      confrontation in the St. Louis suburb.
    


    
      An influx of National Guardsmen helped make the second night of protests after the grand jury’s decision not to
      indict Wilson much calmer than the first, when 12 commercial buildings were burned down and several others were
      set ablaze. There were 58 arrests overnight at area protests, including 45 in Ferguson and 13 in St. Louis.
    


    
      Also Wednesday, St. Louis County police said that a 20-year- old man whose body was found in a car in Ferguson
      after the riots erupted had been intentionally set on fire.
    


    
      They identified the victim as DeAndre Joshua of University City. His death is being investigated as a homicide,
      but police have said whether I could be connected to the riots.
    

    


    
      13 A very good case that discloses how
      American judges and their constituency avoids liability for said conspiracies to deny constitutional privileges
      is Martinez v. Winner, 771 F.2d. 424 (10th. Cir. 1985). The judge, police, and
      prosecutors were all caught in a conspiracy to railroad a minority defendant to jail because of his race and
      political affiliations, when their conspiracy was uncovered, their colleagues conveniently barred or hindered any
      civil or criminal actions against the majority of the conspirators, by creating authority that purported to be in
      accordance with the Constitution of the United States but is actually tantamount to a rearrangement of the facts
      to avoid a jury trial and exposure of the corrupt judge and his constituents.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 10
    


    
      Artifice of a Secret Monopoly of Tax Dollars and Other Resources to Promote the American Judicial System’s
      Discriminating Practices
    


    
      For many years and continuing, America’s judicial system, with the assistance of the news media and political
      affiliates, projects to the American people that millions of tax dollars are being wasted by frivolous
      litigation. Such as appeals of civil and criminal cases, libraries, appointment of pro bono lawyers (free
      lawyers), investigations and trial preparations, et cetera. In relating governmental matters the judiciary’s
      counterpart, the legislature projects the false impression that welfare recipients are wasting tax dollars more
      than the government, particularly the judicial and legislative branches. Nothing can be further from the truth.
      The greatest waste of the American taxpayers’ dollars is committed by the legislature and the judiciary’s
      participation and this deliberate waste is calculated. Judges, lawyers, prosecutors, police, correctional
      officers, parole personnel, and their staff of both the state and federal governments are in fact the greatest
      welfare recipients.
    


    
      Wasting hundreds of millions of tax dollars every year either, doing relatively nothing or manipulating
      procedural law in the manner previously described in chapters 1–9, with emphasis in chapters 4–7 and this
      chapter.
    


    
      There are two prevailing reasons for the monopoly of the American people’s tax dollars and other resources by the
      judiciary employed against minority Americans: (1) to avoid the applicable legal guarantees that all American
      citizens are entitled to and (2) to maintain their monopoly that they and their constituency have developed.
    


    
      Part 1 of the judiciary’s monopoly of the taxpayers’ monies is secretly applied by using the integrity of their
      judicial status combined with the American people’s fervor against crime; to trick Americans into believing that
      the billions of dollars spent every year to fight crime is the sole consequence of society’s woes. This too is
      false! Though crime may be high, the judiciary and its constituency—judges, lawyers, police, correctional
      personnel, et cetera—the people who decide how and when the laws works—commit more crimes daily than all the
      criminals presently incarcerated. State and federal court personnel throughout the United States of America
      twist, lie, steal, falsely imprison, change the rules, change the facts, and change the law to promote their
      personal interest while at the same time avoid liability for said criminal activities.14
    


    
      The following examples of the monopoly placed upon the American people’s tax dollars by the judiciary (one third
      of America’s government) to promote their personal interest and hide their criminal activities not only prove
      it’s being done but also establish the deliberate tactical and precise application and pattern of the
      monopolization.
    


    
      In the state of Pennsylvania (and other states) thousands of black, Hispanic, and poor American males are
      convicted every year, most of this minority group come from heavily populated urban areas. Black, Hispanic, and
      poor American males have become one of Pennsylvania’s gross governmental products like cattle in a corral. The
      said minority men are divided up by the judiciary and distributed throughout the state, resulting in the creation
      of new jobs, new prisons, and the tax expenditures for a 90 percent white judicial and judicially affiliated
      constituency and for mostly all white rural areas. Ironically it’s believed that the American judiciary does not
      participate in racially discriminatory practices. These practices are not limited to Pennsylvania, New York,
      Detroit, California, Chicago, and many other states have similar practices. See Baker v.
      Cuomo, 58 F.3d. 814 (2nd. Cir. 1995) political manipulations of voting districts by relegating minority
      prisoners to mostly white rural areas of the state. Many of the alleged prisons are nothing more than
      concentration camps or reservations built overnight to maintain a constantly flowing income for predominantly
      white communities.
    


    
      The 90 percent white governmental constituency earns substantial incomes while at the same time denying minority
      Americans guaranteed constitutional rights by employing the artifices set forth in chapters 4–9 and this chapter.
      In Pennsylvania alone, starting from about ten years ago and continuing hundreds of thousands of convicted and
      nonconvicted black, Hispanic, and poor American males are bused all over the state and city to attend mock
      proceedings, scheduled by the courts to make the record and docket entries appear legitimate. This practice has
      cost the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars for relatively nothing. What the judiciary does is bus the
      prisoners to another prison to attend some mock proceeding or see a lawyer who’s either not there or there
      ostensibly to make the proceedings appear procedurally correct and that the law is being followed. In the
      meantime the predominantly white judiciary and its constituency are being paid for relatively nothing; sometimes
      as much as ten thousand dollars is spent in this manner for one minority inmate going to court one time. On the
      average most prisoners travel to court between five and ten times; more than half these times are for said
      manipulating purposes Another factor of the judiciary’s monopoly of resources is many times tax money is being
      used to procrastinate the case so that the state and federal government can become better prepared or to
      scrutinize the strength of their opponents case, or the lawyer has filed for some bogus continuance—this is
      usually done for no other purpose than to sabotage constitutional privileges covertly. And another relating ploy
      is the judiciary, despite standard procedural laws that eliminate unnecessary expenses, deliberately pitting the
      inexhaustible governmental resources against a single average-income-making American citizen in order to
      discourage litigation or win the dispute by enervation, such as canceling previously scheduled court dates after
      the opposing party and his supporters took off work and spent a substantial amount of time and money in
      preparation for the original court date, and sending litigation around and around for years to discourage
      application or make the document appear to be inferior.
    


    
      This ploy is so commonly applied by the American judiciary that, to verify its authenticity, one only has to
      review the docket entries of petitions, motions, briefs, and other legal documents in any judicial courthouse in
      the state or federal forums or simply observe some of the proceedings—particularly in major metropolitan areas
      heavily populated with black and Hispanic males.
    


    
      The federal courts’ involvement in the monopoly goes further because they must ensure that the corrupt activities
      employed by their state counterparts will not result in any liability or their monopoly would fail, by pretending
      to give legal consideration to the state parties’ legal claims and then making rulings that upon the surface
      appear legitimate but are actually illegal and very costly. Federal judges have taken anywhere from one to ten
      years to make these phony rulings by sending the litigation back and forth through the state and federal courts
      while pretending to follow procedural laws, when they are really fabricating the record and evidence so that,
      once they make their final decision, it appears to comport with constitutional law (see chapter 8, illustrating
      the changing of facts artifice). These ongoing practices employed by the federal courts of the United States cost
      the taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars every year. See chapter 5) for a correlating illustration of this
      point. Additional motives for their monopoly of tax expenditures is further elaborated in part 2 of their
      monopoly.
    


    
      Part 2 of the judiciary’s monopoly over American tax monies correlates in every detail with part 1. However, the
      key distinguished point is the motive. As astonishing as it may seem, American judges spend hundreds of millions
      of tax dollars every year to protect themselves and their colleagues’ egos! And to ensure that any American
      citizen that chooses to conduct his or her own legal affairs (called pro se litigation, meaning to represent
      oneself) is discouraged, hindered, or barred from the guaranteed right to redress under the First Amendment of
      the United States Constitution in the state and federal judicial forums. These surreptitious motives serve two
      purposes: (1) it makes the American judiciary appear to have superior legal knowledge and integrity when they’re
      actually lying and are inferior, thus making it easier to deceive the people, and (2) it discourages and
      inconspicuously hinders self-representation so that the American judiciary and its constituents will be the only
      ones that controls the proceedings both legally and financially, thus ensuring that judges, lawyers, prosecutors,
      police, correctional personnel, and other governmental judicial affiliates, a judicial family so to speak, will
      have no real competitors except themselves. Ironically to the foregoing scenario, the judiciary enforces laws
      every day all over America concerning monopoly over various businesses. See section 2 of the Shermen Act, the
      antitrust laws designed to stop monopolies by businesses so no one business can corner the market and stomp out
      competition from the “little guy.” Yet the American judiciary can apply its monopoly upon the American people and
      pro se litigants thereby eliminating any real competition and literally bullying the “little guy” out of the
      courtroom or to jail. Here are some examples of how the judiciary monopolizes monetary resources without the
      people’s knowledge.
    


    
      Many decisions by American judges are contrary to guaranteed constitutional protections. They either refuse to
      make a decision or make bogus decisions most of the time in both state and federal courts, as illustrated in
      chapters 5–9. Many times lawyers (officers of the court) refuse to attack the judge’s illegal behavior or attack
      the judiciary’s improprieties superficially or ostensibly to avoid liability of their constituency; this behavior
      is the number one catalyst for self-representation of litigation against the judiciary and its affiliates. Half
      of the time the pro se litigant’s contentions are legally correct. However, trial judges, appellate judges, and
      their constituency as far as the Supreme Court of the United States of America will not hold their colleagues
      accountable; instead they either affirm their bogus decisions are justified the illegal decision with some form
      of euphemism that hides the truly criminal and tyrannical nature of this practice, resulting in millions of tax
      dollars accumulating into hundreds of millions of tax dollars being spent for no other reason than to protect the
      egos of corrupt judges and their constituents: lawyers, prosecutors, district attorneys, attorney generals, and
      other relating governmental affiliates in both the state and federal forums; they participate in the fabrication
      of the record by filing sabotaging litigation or ignoring key issues that alters the facts and avoids their
      liability, and guess what, these representatives of the government receive free representation for the purpose of
      covering up their illegal acts. While not completely free, the taxpayers foot the bill, costing tens of millions
      of tax dollars every year just to make a corrupt judge and his constituency appear honest or flawless concerning
      legal interpretations. Obviously the American people are being tricked into believing that all is honorable, and
      just by using the people’s own tax dollars to cover up the corruptions—for instance, referring back to chapter 9,
      footnote 13, Martinez v. Winner, supra—a very careful scrutinization of this case
      will disclose that federal court judges used taxpayers’ money to manipulate the law and moot all claims against
      Fred M. Winner, chief judge for the Tenth Circuit Federal Court, in the manner described at chapters 8 and 9.
      Judge Winner’s reputation and resources were protected by his former colleagues and the naive taxpayers. He
      simply resigned without any civil or criminal liability. The irony of other criminal behavior is that the tax
      money is not being used to ensure fairness and equality but rather to ensure corruption, favoritism, faction, and
      a judicial aristocratic regime over all Americans!
    


    
      There are many provisions that permit self-representation; therefore an American citizen is free to conduct his
      or her legal affairs in both civil and criminal matters in state and federal courts. For example, the First and
      Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United States guarantees the right to redress (to be heard) in a
      state or federal judicial forum, and in Title 28 United States Codes Annotated Section 1654 (abbreviated U.S.C.A.
      1654), these provisions give Americans the right to conduct their legal affairs, and each state has similar
      provisions. Though the foregoing provisions guarantee the right to be heard per se, this includes the filing of
      legal documents and assistance of other persons. The American judiciary in order to maintain their monopoly
      described, has developed many counterprovisions and sabotaging tactics to ensure that any American with the
      propensity to conduct his or her own legal affairs is covertly discouraged and flouted by the judiciary, costing
      hundreds of millions of dollars because the American judiciary does not want pro se litigation to inundate the
      judicial forum, resulting in a disruption of their financial monopoly over the taxpayers and other resources. For
      instance many pro se petitions, motions and briefs, though sometimes in artfully drawn, does set forth legitimate
      issues for review, however, the Judiciary has a common practice of ignoring the pro se litigation altogether or
      pretentiously address the pro se contentions by taking many months or years to address a simple pro se
      contention. And they also have a practice of holding the pro se litigation in limbo, while the lawyers file
      similar or identical contentions, months, or years later and address only the lawyers’ claims, resulting in a
      dramatic waste of tax dollars. The following actual events will give additional credence to the judiciary’s
      covert monopoly of tax money.
    


    
      Refer back to chapter 5, illustrating how jury trials are secretly avoided against it governmental personnel and
      their constituency, while this is going on all governmental affiliates involved are being paid by the taxpayer.
    


    
      For the sake of a more personally explicit example, in Johnson v. Rosemeyer, et al.,
      Federal Court Third Circuit, No. 91-2865, Mr. Johnson, a black male, represented himself, filed the proper
      documents for habeas corpus relief (the habeas corpus procedures is explained at chapter 4, page 31). During the
      course of litigation, the opponents, a white district attorney of Philadelphia, Donna Zucker, and the
      predominantly white federal court claimed that Mr. Johnson did not preserve the issues for review in the federal
      court because all the issues were not presented in the state court. This is a lie! Which Mr. Johnson easily
      proved at that time. However, the federal judge William F. Hall Jr. thought it would be better to assign counsel.
    


    
      A white lawyer named Michael J. Kelly was appointed from the Federal Defenders Association of Philadelphia, who
      reargued superficially the same issues presented by Mr. Johnson pro se. In fact Mr. Kelly’s version was inferior
      because it was overly written and unnecessary! On February 12, 1993, almost two years after the original pro se
      petition filed by Mr. Johnson, the judge Louis H. Pollak ostensibly granted the relief for the same reasons filed
      pro se. Subsequently, Mr. Kelly continued to file unnecessary litigation and was fired by Mr. Johnson on April
      15, 1993, in open court, after Mr. Johnson learned of his duplicitous appointment to sabotage the contentions
      that were unfavorable to the state and federal judiciaries. The entire situation took over four years in federal
      court and cost taxpayers a great deal of money for no other reason than to cover up state and federal officials’
      lying.
    


    
      There was no need for the appointment of Michael J. Kelly or the three previous lawyers of the state; their
      litigation was both in law and fact inferior to Mr. Johnson’s pro se litigation. Consistent with the foregoing
      artifices when the individuals were confronted with their criminal activities, they claimed they did not
      understand the very laws that they were appointed to enforce (the record of Johnson v.
      Rosemeyer, et al., No. 91-2865, Third Circuit Federal Court, establishes these facts).
    


    
      The foregoing illegal practices are commonly employed by trial judges and lawyers all over America—that is to
      say, lawyers are appointed most of the time for relatively nothing except to avoid the competition of pro se
      litigation, which simultaneously reinforces their monopoly.
    


    
      In concluding part 2, judicial artifices give additional authenticity to the judiciary’s criminal activities as
      fully set forth in chapters 4–10. In the city of Philadelphia five white police officers, the white district
      attorney of Philadelphia, her predominantly white staff of assistant attorneys, and predominantly white trial
      judges conspired to railroad hundreds of black Americans to prison! Once their conspiracy was exposed, the
      district attorney of Philadelphia, Lynne Abraham, instituted a tactical maneuver to avoid her and the judiciary’s
      conspiracy, by pointing the finger at the police department that they conspired with to get the convictions. It
      would be literally impossible for the district attorney and trial judges that presided over the black Americans’
      cases not to have known that the officers were fabricating evidence, yet no district attorney or judge was
      prosecuted or charged with conspiring with the police to fabricate evidence against black citizens for the
      purpose of winning the state’s case. Lynne Abraham and her judicial colleagues are coconspirators with the
      corrupt Philadelphia Police Department and have suborned to perjury a criminal offense. Evidently they’re above
      the law. See exhibit at page 92 illustrating these facts.
    


    
      Exhibit
    


    
      City’s Police Scandal sows seeds of anger, fear, mistrust
    


    
      Police in Philadelphia are under the microscope as a probe explores charges of wrong doing by those sworn to
      fight crime.
    


    
      By. John Ritner
    


    
      USA TODAY
    


    [image: Image]
    

    [image: Image]


    
      Rogue cops took more than three years Iron Joe Morris, more than sweet times lost with two young daughters.
    


    
      “I’m afraid to go out,” says Morris, 53. “I’m so used to being in prison I can’t make a decision for myself
      anymore.
    


    
      “Part of my spirit was ripped out in there.”
    


    
      In Philadelphia’s latest police scandal, Morris is among scores of victims convicted of drug crimes based on
      evidence planted or fabricated by police.
    


    
      More than 1,100 cases going back eight years are potentially tainted. Nearly 50 have been reversed, a dozen or so
      victims freed from prison or parole.
    


    
      Cops have admitted to beatings, illegal searches, robbing suspected dealers, and framing people just to get
      overtime pay testifying at trials.
    


    
      This week, several murder convictions were linked to improprieties by the Ave officers who so far have admitted
      guilt.
    


    
      The revelations in Philadelphia, like those elsewhere. Raise the specter of vigilante officers trampling on civil
      rights and succumbing to the temptations of drug money.
    


    
      A detective in the O.J. Simpson case bragged of planting evidence and intimidating people. New Orleans police
      have been implicated in robbery and murder. In New York, Officers beat and robbed dealers.
    

  


  
    
      Part III
    


    
      Opposition
    

    


    
      14 One reason that the government
      employed welfare recipients have been getting away with their freeloading and monopoly is because they have
      cleverly used their political and authoritative powers to manipulate the all-white essentially prowhite
      government news media into ministers of propaganda, in the same tradition of Joseph Goebbels, who misled the
      German people until their destruction. By pointing the finger at minority groups while they expertly use Americas
      tax dollars to hide their freeloading, costing much more than all the welfare recipients in America. It should be
      noted that this political ploy by politicians running for office has created through years of media coverage the
      false impression that welfare recipients and the cost of other free governmental provisions such as access to the
      courts waste more money than the city and state governments. This is false. If the wasteful and criminal
      practices of the American Judiciary alone was exposed by the American news media, with the same zeal that they
      use when covering minority groups activities daily, the American people would all but abolish the current
      judicial regime in 1964. A skilled black orator, Malcolm X, exposed similar practices to the ones herein in his
      speech “The Ballot or the Bullet.”
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 11
    


    
      Origins of the Artifices Set Forth in Chapters 4–10 and an Introduction to Chapters 12–17 Showing American
      Citizens How to Successfully Oppose the American Judiciary Corrupt Practices
    


    
      As chapters 4–10 readily expose the American justice system has been and still is secretly exploiting its
      citizens with special focus on minorities and the naive taxpayers in order to maintain complete domination over
      American citizens. If the reader were to combine the numerous amount of judges, lawyers, and their judicial
      affiliates with the time frame of their activities illustrated in chapters 4–10, the reader will find that their
      judicial exploits are deliberate and contrary to any concept of the American Constitution. And the reader will
      also find that all artifices combined are equivalent to ancient tyrannical judicial corruption.
    


    
      For example, Star Chambers (corrupt English Court), Lettre de Chachet (corrupt French court), Spanish Inquisition
      (corrupt Spanish court), the Roman Empire’s gladiatorial courts (corrupt Italian court)—all of these forms of
      ancient judicial governments consisted of private tribunals designed to convict and punish at their own whims or
      interest. America’s judicial system is very young compared to the foregoing ancient empires and as a result are
      only now experiencing the same disease: power corrupts.
    


    
      The American judicial system has secretly converted back to the foregoing origins of tyranny, modernized by
      today’s standards through twisting judicial protocol as illustrated in chapters 1–10. The reader should keep in
      mind that the old adage in dealing with governmental entities, “power corrupts,” has a strong basis in history
      and social behavior. Consequently American judges are no exception to the abuse of power. This is the very reason
      that the framers of the Constitution of the United States developed that instrument to avoid tyranny, and this
      included judicial tyranny. Once again history is repeating itself through the American judiciaries’ development
      of the artifices illustrated in chapters 4–10, which eliminate, discriminate, and actually abolish the tenets of
      the foundation of American law, by a power-hungry judiciary and their political affiliates.
    


    
      The remaining chapters offer a guide to all American citizens but with particularity to black, Hispanic, female,
      and average- to low-income Americans of all races on how to successfully oppose the judicially developed
      treachery and either win the legal dispute or alleviate the degree of lost during both civil and criminal trials.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 12
    


    
      Defending Yourself against America’s Corrupt Judiciary
    


    
      When an American citizen enters any state or federal judicial forum as a competitor, for any matter civil or
      criminal, the citizen is participating in the adversary process, meaning to oppose your enemy. In these legal
      matters your enemy is called the plaintiff, who can be any other witness against you that supports the
      plaintiff’s claims. If you’re the plaintiff, then the roles are reversed and your enemy becomes the defendant and
      any witness that supports the defendant’s case! This is standard legal procedure in all American courthouses. Do
      not be misled by your obvious adversaries because the trial judge and your own lawyer can and usually are your
      greatest adversaries depending upon which side they take during the trial, which usually is on the side of the
      government. Though this may seem ironic, it is nevertheless true. See chapters 4–10, illustrating how judges and
      lawyers secretly conspire with one another to mold the proceedings to fit the governing body’s interest.
    


    
      Therefore, treat the trial judge and your lawyer in the same manner as your adversary—be polite to them but do
      not trust them until they have earned your trust! Find out if they’re employing any of the artifices illustrated
      in chapters 3–10 by observation and silence, and if they are, do not enlighten them to your knowledge of their
      improper activities but rather save this information until some point during trial and then, using the state and
      federal rules of evidence procedures (see chapter 2), employ the information to your advantage. The remainder of
      this chapter and chapters 13–17 further explains the utilization of this form of legal attack upon your
      adversaries.15
    


    
      There are four major procedures of opposition which the American corrupt and discriminating judicial system
      fears:
    


    
      	Eliminating your fear and challenging judicial authority


      	Preparation


      	Communication


      	Jury trial

    


    
      Eliminating fear, preparing, communicating, and utilizing the jury trial process are essentially the greatest
      enemy against judicial corruption because, as illustrated at chapters 3–10, without application of the said
      artifices, the judiciary would stand on even grounds or the advantage would be yours!
    


    
      If you feel that you cannot win the dispute, it is still better to utilize these procedures so that you can be in
      position to negotiate or lessen your losses, that is to say, you need something to bargain with; trial
      preparation will give you some bargaining power. Thus the government’s “stacked deck” as illustrated at part 2,
      is rendered useless.
    


    
      Eliminating fear of the American judicial system, as explained at chapter 4, is actually easier than might be
      expected. All that a litigant (you) has to do is complete the second procedure: preparation. Becoming prepared
      for a judicial contest will literally eliminate most of the fears that a layman has during trial. It is
      emphasized that you must be prepared not just your lawyer because you must know what your lawyer is doing.
      Becoming prepared for a civil or criminal trial is not complicated. However, the judiciary will try to make it
      seem more complicated than what it really is, in order to discourage you from competing, with the purpose of
      controlling what happens in the courtroom. Do not fall for this trick. Utilize all your free time and more if
      necessary to gather information and evidence (evidence can be almost anything that relates to the case: written
      statements, oral statements, objects, statistics, et cetera) and construct your opposition evidence against your
      adversaries. Request from the trial judge your discovery (all legal information relating to your case).
    


    
      Discovery can also be called bill of particulars. You’re entitled to this information before trial begins in
      order to properly prepare, through statutorily law in every state and federal judicial forums. If you’re free,
      you can obtain said information from your lawyer or acquire it yourself. If you’re incarcerated and your lawyer
      and the court refuse to supply you with discovery, file your own written motion with the court demanding
      discovery. If they continue to deny you access to discovery before trial, it is illegal and an obstruction of
      justice. Keep copies of every motion, petition, or letter that you sent to the court requesting discovery or
      anything else as proof. You can postpone the trial or hearing at your opponent’s expense if they do not supply
      you with discovery. Also, do not permit them to try you without an opportunity to review your discovery and
      construct your defense—remember in chapter 9 how lawyers will do anything to convenience their case load and this
      includes hurrying your case. Lawyers are notorious for superficial review of discovery, and if they work for the
      state, court appointed lawyers are secretly infamous for deleting favorable evidence from your discovery in order
      to promote the state’s case. Consequently, you’re better off reviewing the discovery yourself or with your lawyer
      and then inquiring on your own the legal specifics of your case. See chapter 2, showing litigants how to research
      their own case.
    


    
      The discovery bill of particulars is part of the court’s records. Do not depend solely on this information.
      Gather your own information and evidence, for example, letters, witnesses, pictures (take pictures yourself or
      have a family member or friend take pictures), affidavits (again obtain the affidavits yourself), legal authority
      (copy the entire case), and any other evidence that is detrimental to your opponent’s claims. Note you do not
      have to disclose all your evidence to your opponents; you only have to inform the court and your adversary that
      you intend on using impeachment or rebuttal evidence. This type of evidence is extremely valuable be sure to
      request the court before trial begins to sequester all witnesses (remove from the courtroom so they cannot tailor
      their testimony) so that you can better apply the impeachment evidence.
    


    
      The foregoing form of gathering and using evidence against your adversary is very important, because the
      judiciary and its constituency—your other opponents—who’s always on the side of the government’s interest are
      constantly building their case against you while you’re sleeping, working, or playing; they’re amassing all their
      efforts to ensure victory over you. But they do not expect you to be building a case against them!
    


    
      For example, the judiciary controls what happens in the courtroom through indirect intimidation tactics and
      manipulations of procedures, as illustrated in chapters 1–10. However, if you prepare yourself in the manner
      described and following, you will be the one in control of the courtroom.
    


    
      Here is a summarization of the gathering and utilization of impeachment and rebuttal evidence. Trial judges have
      a habit of informing parties not to contact their opponents; only the lawyers should make contact. This is a ploy
      so that the judiciary can build a stronger case against you. If the judge orders you not to contact your
      opponents personally, find someone else to do it—a witness or a friend; use a tape recorder if possible.
      Oftentimes your opponents will accept compensation rather than going to court. If the opposing party is willing
      to negotiate, have the party or parties sign an affidavit indicating that they do not wish to press charges or
      that they have been compensated for their losses, and prepare the affidavit to show that the victim/witness
      against you has changed what he or she said initially and then have them sign it. Two sample affidavits are
      illustrated at the appendices; the affidavits can be very valuable during trial if used correctly.
    


    
      After you gathered the foregoing information/evidence mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, go to your local law
      library and read to important books, Black’s Law Dictionary, and the state’s rules
      or procedures of evidence; every state has rules of evidence, and the federal courts rules of evidence are
      nationwide. These books will show you how to use the information/evidence that you gathered effectively against
      your adversary and how to present the evidence during trial. Remember the government will try to keep your
      evidence out or hinder its presentation.
    


    
      One of the best methods for winning a case is to get in evidence that your opponents are trying to avoid,
      especially your judicial opponents. This method requires observation and patience to wait for your opponents to
      mention any part of the subject matter of your evidence or attack upon you or your evidence, then they have
      opened the door for rebuttal, and if you’re prepared with the state or federal rules of evidence that is
      applicable to your evidence, your evidence is now admissible based upon rebuttal. The court can no longer stop
      you from presenting your evidence. As aforementioned, while employing the foregoing becoming prepared, the
      corrupt judiciary, trial judge, prosecutor, and your own lawyer are notorious for patronizing, downplaying, and
      criticizing your attempts to prepare and participate in the proceedings for the purpose of discouragement and
      distraction so that they can maintain control of the proceedings. Their acts are part of the artifices set forth
      in chapters 3–10, with emphasis to chapter 10. Therefore, do not be misled by their tricks. Continue to prepare
      your case and getting the information to the jury regardless of what the judiciary and its constituency say about
      your legal presentation. Their opinion does not count; they’re the enemy. Ninety percent of the time if you
      properly prepare in the manner described and following; you will either win the controversy or come out better in
      negotiation because, if you’re prepared to fight, then you have something to bargain with.
    


    
      The third procedure, communication, is the discriminating judiciary’s Achilles’s heel; they’re afraid of anyone’s
      ability to communicate effectively during judicial proceedings. This is the primary reason for their artifices
      because, if they can control what is communicated during the proceedings, then they can control who’s going to
      win. Chapters 4–10 illustrate how the judiciary hinders communication. The author stresses that a litigant’s
      primary concern for communicating evidence is during the trial level, not appeal! Do not wait until after you
      lost to start preparing and communicating your evidence—it’s too late; see chapter 13, page 108. Before and
      during trial is when you should devote all your efforts of preparations, and communicating your case to the
      jury—being prepared to communicate against your adversary obstructs the judiciary’s control over the proceedings.
      There are many people incarcerated because they waited until it was too late to get prepared. The appellate
      courts of America usually cover up the unlawful acts of trial courts.
    


    
      Another important factor that many Americans are being misled to believe is, contrary to popular beliefs, created
      by talk shows, soap operas, ignorance, judicial subversion, and the news media, which many Americans probably
      observed during trials, judges, prosecutors, and lawyers insisting that the litigants remain silent and only the
      lawyers and judge are permitted to speak concerning the subject! If you permit the corrupt judiciary to keep you
      from communicating, you’re going to lose. Do not permit the judiciary or its constituency to keep you from
      communicating to the jury or direct what you communicate to the jury; do not be rude or angry, just communicate
      in order to communicate your evidence to the jury in the manner that you think best, not the judiciary. You must
      know your rights, the First and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United States guarantees all
      Americans the right to redress (communicate) in any American judicial courthouse. This means that you can
      communicate to the jury with or without a lawyer, and it does not include taking the witness stand; you can still
      invoke the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States against self-incrimination and be heard as a
      litigant, not a witness. You can address the court and jury and ask questions and make statements. You can
      question the prosecutor and examine witnesses. Beware of the corrupt judiciary’s common practice of threatening
      litigants who wish to communicate during trial, with contempt of court—this is illegal. As long as you speak in
      turn and ask permission—for example, “Your Honor, I wish to address the jury” or “Your Honor, I have a few
      questions for the witness that my lawyer did not ask” or “Your Honor, I wish to submit this into evidence”—you
      can make any statement you like during any part of the proceedings as long as it’s part of the evidence being
      presented or the subject matter being considered.
    


    
      Be sure to take advantage of the state’s rules of evidence or federal and favorable legal authority. This ensures
      that your evidence is communicated to the jury. If the trial judge tries to stop you, just state loudly before
      the jury that you and every American citizen has a guaranteed right under the First Amendment of the Constitution
      of the United States to communicate to the jury and then accuse the judge of manipulating the proceedings to
      favor the government according to the artifices illustrated at chapters 3–10. The court maybe employing one or
      more of the artifices, figure out which one by observing and reviewing the judge’s actions during the proceedings
      (write it down), then expose the acts to the jurors at the proper time. Though a trial judge has the authority to
      decide if the evidence is probative or material and when you can speak, no trial judge can deny anyone from
      presenting evidence that counters their opponents claims to the jurors, be it direct or indirect evidence. As
      long as the evidence is in accordance with the rules of evidence, simply research the rules of evidence and find
      out which ones apply to the case. No trial judge can deny any litigant the right to be heard. The author
      reiterates, do not be intimidated by a trial judge threatening you with contempt of court for requesting to
      communicate to the jurors in the manner described; it is illegal for the judge to deny you the right to be heard
      or rebut evidence. Communicating is the key to victory, and the discriminating judiciary knows it!
    


    
      The fourth primary procedure for opposing the corrupt judiciary, jury trial (also called voir dire, meaning jury
      selection process), is the only legitimate chance that a American citizen has for obtaining fairness and
      neutrality during trial. In contrast, though, the jury trial process is your greatest weapon against the corrupt
      judiciary. The process is useless if you do not know how to use it, and as you can see by the artifices developed
      at chapters 4–10, by the judiciary, they exploit the jury trial process expertly. See chapters 6–7, illustrating
      a systematic practice of racism to gain a strategic advantage over the jury decision-making process by selecting
      the jury that they want not the jury your entitled to or denying the right to a jury trial altogether. Many
      judges, lawyers, and prosecutors participate directly or indirectly manipulate the jury trial process in the
      government’s favor by intimidating defendants to plead guilty or waive their guaranteed right to a jury trial;
      and if litigants decide to execute the right to a jury trial, the judiciary is inconspicuously notorious for
      commandeering the presentation of evidence to favor the government. This is usually done when they have a weak
      case or their own interest is involved.
    


    
      For example, when the state or federal governing bodies cannot gain anything, specifically money or a conviction
      or both, or when one of their affiliates are affected by the outcome, for instance, rouge cop, crooked lawyer,
      corrupt prosecutor, and other officers of the court, see chapter 10 for further elaboration of the judiciary’s
      personal and financial interest.
    


    
      The corrupt judiciary has a very good reason to manipulate the jury trial process; it eliminates a neutral
      factfinder while simultaneously giving the government officials more control over the proceedings so they can win
      the dispute. Many civil and criminal trials concerning minority Americans should go to trial by jury. However,
      many lawyers have found that they can earn more money and save themselves more time by cajoling their clients
      into waiving the right to a jury trial. This is done 90 percent of the time for the lawyer’s own personal
      convenience and has nothing to do with legal strategy. If a lawyer has ten pending cases to litigate in a few
      weeks and he/she can waive five jury trials and still keep the money that was paid or save time for a more
      financially favorable client, what do think the lawyer’s going to do? The foregoing American citizens,
      particularly the minority groups mentioned herein, will, out of fear and manipulation by the Judiciary, waive the
      right to a jury trial with little consideration or understanding of its true value and power against: corruption
      and faction.
    


    
      The right to a jury trial pursuant to the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United
      States concerning a criminal trial and the Seventh Amendment concerning a civil trial—every state has similar
      procedures that correlates with the Constitution of United States—combined with the preparation and communication
      procedures aforementioned in this chapter, is the strongest weapon that a citizen has against secretly corrupt
      judicial system; do not waste it! The judiciary is well aware of the impact of the jury trial process. This is
      the very reason for their development of the artifices illustrated at chapters 1–10, to avoid the jury trial’s
      guaranteed neutrality.
    


    
      The primary reason that the average American waives the right to a jury trial or is intimidated by the process is
      usually from fear of being unfamiliar with the judicial process combined with facing physical loss or financial
      loss, resulting in vulnerability! The judiciary is well aware of this vulnerability and that is one of the
      reasons they apply their intimidation procedures set forth in this chapter and in chapter 4. Despite the
      foregoing, believe it or not, you’re the one with the greatest weapon—the right to a jury trial—and you should
      not be afraid of anything because, if you prepare your case in the manner described within the context of this
      book, your opponents, including the corrupt judiciary and its constituency, will be the ones afraid.
    


    
      And it cannot be overly restated that, if you cannot gain a complete win over your adversary, it is still better
      to be prepared to fight, because then your opponents will be more inclined to compromise or your losses can now
      be limited. Therefore, never waive your right to a jury trial unless you’re guaranteed a specific deal in
      writing. Use jury trial process as effectively as they do in the manner described in this chapter and in chapters
      13–15, which further illustrates how to apply the jury trial process in your favor.16
    

    


    
      
        15 If you lose the legal battle during
        trial and decide to appeal the decision, your adversary is called the appellee and you’re called the appellant
        or you’re called the petitioner and your adversary is called respondent. If you win the appeal and your
        adversary continues to appeal the titles reverse.
      


      
        16 An indirect example is your white
        trial attorney does not like the idea that you’re challenging members of his race or his fellow officers of the
        court, so he may secretly mislead you to avoid their liability!
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 13
    


    
      Opposing America’s Corrupt Judiciary Involving Criminal Matters
    


    
      When an American citizen is accused of criminal offense, the citizen faces punishments arranging from minor
      fines, severe fines, lengthy incarceration, and the maximum penalty of the death penalty. The judiciary has the
      power to exact the foregoing punishments and direct the time and place for the application of the said
      punishments. This is a very serious power, akin to the power of God, granting life or death! The judiciary’s
      abuse of this power, as demonstrated at chapters 4–11, establishes that, if you’re accused of a crime, you better
      be prepared to oppose your adversary, because your financial status, freedom, and life may be at stake. The best
      way to oppose America’s corrupt judicial systems abuse of power, when you’re faced with criminal charges, is to
      utilize the jury trial process guaranteed by the Sixth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. This
      is the best weapon that you have against abuse of judicial power, but only if you know how to use it. Employing
      the four procedures in chapter 12, and the following additional tactics, will show any American citizen faced
      with criminal charges how to utilize the jury trial process to their advantage.
    


    
      First and foremost do not concern yourself with the appellate process during a criminal trial, only interlocutory
      appeals (appeals taken during the pendency of the trial). If an evidentiary factor that is to your advantage is
      denied by the trial judge, for example, suppressing evidence, presenting evidence, et cetera, and you’re sure
      that the judge is wrong about the presentation of evidence based upon legal authority and statutory law, do not
      wait to appeal the issue and do not permit your lawyer to abandon the matter because the judge ruled against you.
      The trial judge is molding the evidence to favor the government’s case. You can use this against the government
      by challenging the judge’s decision before the jury through showing that the government has an interest or motive
      to win the case against you.17
    


    
      The entire appellate process is a big scam employed by the American judiciary to mislead Americans into believing
      that they have constitutional rights on appeal. Chapters 6–7 thoroughly establishes that the only constitutional
      rights Americans truly have on appeal is whatever the American judiciary finds that “reasonably” comports with
      their personal interest. On the other hand, government entities and their affiliates are permitted full
      application of the appellate process (the majority of appeals that are granted for nongovernment personnel are
      usually meaningless and give little or no relief—you’re simply placed back to the status that you were entitled
      to all along). In lieu of the foregoing, concentrate on winning your case at the trial level. If you have to
      appeal, wait until you cross that bridge. Expend all your efforts resources and knowledge in winning your case at
      trial; this will also better preserve issues for appeal. For example, many judges routinely make bogus decisions
      prior to trial with the purpose of promoting the state’s interest, such as denying legitimate suppression motions
      (a motion requesting that the court not permit illegally obtained evidence) and motions that request automatic
      dismissal of the charges, dispositive motion (failure to set forth a prima facie case, summary judgment motion,
      failure to timely prosecute, et cetera) during trial to prevent you from using the evidence that establishes
      their bias for denying said motions by telling you or your lawyer to take the matter up on appeal. Do not fall
      for this ingenious relegation of evidence, see footnotes 17 and 18 (bogus appellate process). Instead research
      the applicable legal authority combined with the state or federal rules of evidence that counters the court’s
      bogus decision (this law should be set forth in your dispositive motion). See chapter 2 for an example of how to
      look up and research legal authority. Then present the evidence to the jury through either direct rebuttal
      evidence or judicial bias that shows motive and interest in the proceedings, that is to say, you can challenge
      the government interest during the proceedings and disclose their motives to the jury. See chapter 6,
      manipulation of the reasonable doubt Doctrine by American judges. The objective is to win your case at the trial
      level where your factfinders (jury) are neutral, which is impossible on appeal.18
    


    
      During jury selection (voir dire), if any potential juror demonstrates bias against you or your witnesses and
      favors the government parties or affiliates, if you can show this type of partiality, you can strike the juror
      for cause. Therefore, prepare a list of questions designed to bring out any potential bias juror. A good book
      that outlines these types of questions can be found in any local law library—F. Lee. Bailey book of forms; look
      for voir dire section. If the trial judge is going to ask the questions, you can submit your questions to the
      court, which the Court must ask verbatim as long as the questions are not redundant and pertains to the juror’s
      partiality. If you still feel that there is something wrong with the jury panel or the way it as selected, you
      can challenge the entire venire list, claiming that it was not taken from a fair cross section of the community.
      Use Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986), and Castaneda v.
      Partida, 430 U.S. 460 (1977), and relating authorities, if necessary. With the foregoing leading
      authority, you can challenge the entire jury selection process before trial; especially if you’re a minority
      group and particularly if you’re in an unfamiliar or bias community, you can also use the unfair process to
      change venue (requesting the court to move the case to another more neutral jurisdiction, because the former is
      biased, racist, or stigmatizing).
    


    
      Moreover, besides removing a potential juror for cause, you have, depending upon which state you’re in, between
      seven and twenty peremptory challenges (you can remove any juror that you think is biased without cause).
      However, be careful, use your peremptory challenges wisely, because State prosecutors will intentionally force
      you to use up all your peremptory challenges so that they can form the jury that they want not the jury that
      you’re entitled to! Consequently, try to get rid of any bad juror for “cause” and only use your peremptory
      challenges if you cannot find cause to remove a juror that you do not want. This procedure will give you what the
      Constitution of the United States guarantees: a neutral jury and a very strong weapon against the secretly
      discriminating and power-hungry American judicial system. The best jurors to look for are jurors that are not
      afraid of judicial authority but not disrespectful and are intelligent and neutral. This seems simple enough.
      However, referring back to chapter 4, many Americans are indirectly or subconsciously intimidated by judicial
      authority, making them subjects rather than factfinders; thus, you must explore every potential juror carefully
      conceding this form of stereotype.
    


    
      When you’re completely satisfied with the jury panel, you’re now ready to employ the remaining procedures set
      forth at chapter 12, harmoniously during your trial: the object being, challenge! In any criminal trial
      challenging your adversary is essential, see footnotes 17 and 18 (bogus appellate process). For every word that
      is spoken against you that is untrue or debatable, challenge it. Do not fall for that nonsense that the court and
      lawyers project to the American public about how you’re innocent until proven guilty, and the burden of proof is
      upon the state to establish your guilt—though you are innocent until proven guilty. This is very often used as a
      trick to catch you with your guard down so that they can control the proceedings and lawyers can make money.
      There is one beneficial aspect of the “innocent until proven guilty” doctrine—that is, the judiciary cannot
      officially punish you until a jury says you’re guilty (judges can also be jurors if you waive your right to a
      jury trial).
    


    
      Many Americans, jurors, litigants, and lawyers, though reluctant to admit it, are inadvertently intimidated by
      judicial authority and are sycophant to judges during trial, with the hope that the judge will favor or be
      lenient to their cause. In summary these people are negotiators. Thus the following method does not apply to a
      negotiable situation.
    


    
      The next form of challenge is indeed a revolutionary and relatively novel tactic but proven to be very effective
      in challenging the secretly discriminating and power-hungry American judiciary. All you have to do is challenge
      the judge, the prosecutor, and your own lawyer if necessary during trial. Although it’s easy to do, it’s rarely
      ever applied because of two reasons: fear of judicial authority and manipulation by the court and its
      constituency. During most criminal trials, judges conspire (and civil trials) with the lawyers, especially the
      prosecutor, and secretly favor a party; however, their bias or interest is usually hidden and disguised through
      misusing protocol (technical legal procedures). Everybody else in the courtroom, interests and motives are
      exposed to the jurors, but not the judge and his secret coconspirators, and they can be extremely manipulative as
      demonstrated in chapters 1–11. You must be prepared to expose these activities during trial.19
    


    
      You will be surprised how the case suddenly comes to an end. All you have to do is gather any negative
      information or evidence that is contrary to the established law (legal authority) that the court and prosecutor
      are trying to avoid and is in your favor. Judges and prosecutors are considered one entity. Withhold the evidence
      until the trial begins. As soon as the judge or prosecutor shows their bias and you’re sure that the court
      stenographer has placed it on record, just observe the stenographer typing down what the judge or prosecutor just
      said. Once you’re comfortable with the evidence, that is, you’re sure that the judge and prosecutor cannot change
      their improper activities, expose this information to the jury. The significance of this form of challenge cannot
      be overly stressed because its damage to the state’s case is practically irreversible and could result in an
      instant win because of the double jeopardy clause under the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution.
      For the sake of an example, if the judge or prosecutor gets caught conspiring or manipulating the proceedings to
      the point of their disqualification, the state is not permitted a second chance to obtain a guilty verdict!
      Furthermore, the same judge and officers of the court will not be looked at favorably by the jury; and if the
      state manipulates a new trial, expose their prior machination at the next trial and watch how fast the second
      trial ends.
    


    
      The remaining forms of challenge direct, cross, redirect, recross-examination of witnesses, and presenting
      documentary, physical, and expert evidence are routine during every trial and the realm of effective application
      is innumerable and will always be versatile, yet it also depends on the individuals efforts of preparing.
      Therefore, you must decide what you think is the best way to proceed, based upon the strengths and weaknesses of
      yours and your opponent’s evidence and skills, then apply the procedures illustrated in chapter 12 and this
      chapter as a guide. Also, inquire at your local law library using this book as a reference to other law books and
      information, and do not be afraid to ask questions of lawyers, paralegals, law students, law professors, or
      anyone with legal knowledge.
    


    
      The final stage of a criminal trial is the closing argument. Closing argument is a summarization of both
      combatants’ points of view concerning the entire case, making its application to the jury very liberal and the
      best time to persuade the jury that you’re right. Prepare your closing argument around the evidence that the
      prosecutor/opponent cannot rebut or is debatable and then highlight the strengths of your evidence and weakness
      of your opponents. Tell the jurors that during your opponents’ closing argument, they’re not going to mention
      that fact or facts at all because they cannot dispute or refute the evidence or resolve the debate; thus they
      have not met their burden of proof. This tactic is extremely poignant because the prosecutor closes after you;
      thus your impact upon the jury must withstand the prosecutor’s attack. If you’re guilty of the crime and only
      challenging the degree of punishment, then prepare your closing argument around the evidence that clearly shows a
      lesser degree of the crime charged and again tell the jurors that the prosecutor will not mention this evidence
      during its closing argument. Support everything with exhibits or whatever you have to prove the point.
    


    
      Notice: Prepare for trial in the manner described as follows:
    


    
      Step 1: move for discovery and all the investigation necessary to oppose your adversary.
    


    
      Step 2: file pretrial motions and any of the motions that is necessary to promote your interest.
    


    
      Step 3: jury selection and all other jury selection procedures that get you the jury you want.
    


    
      Step 4: opening statements and all favorable evidence in your favor.
    


    
      Step 5: argument and examination of witnesses and the presentation of evidence.
    


    
      Step 6: as many other steps as it takes until closing arguments. Additional steps may be necessary depending upon
      the complications of your case. These steps will make it easier for you to proceed during trial.
    


    
      Anything after closing argument deals with the judge’s charge to the jury (explaining the applicable law and how
      it is to be applied), jury deliberation, and the appellate process. You can also oppose improprieties during the
      judge’s charge, which are very frequent and cleverly administered—look for it!
    

    


    
      
        17 During the People of California v. O. J. Simpson trial the judge denied a motion to suppress evidence
        obtained illegally by police offices; this is a ploy by the Court to sabotage Mr. Simpson’s Constitutional
        right against illegal search and seizure so that evidence favorable to the prosecution could be presented
        because the prosecution was very weak. Fortunately for Mr. Simpson, he had a good defense team who applied
        rather ingenious tactic to counter the Court’s ploy. That is the defense team challenged the acts of the police
        officer before the jury and brought out the fact that Detective Mark Furhman, who found most of the evidence,
        was a racist with a severe animosity against black American males, and has in the past manipulated evidence
        against black American males.
      


      
        18 The reader should scrutinize the
        foregoing very carefully; because if the Simpson defense team would have waited to attack the issues on appeal
        and simply accepted the judge’s refusal to suppress the evidence, the jury would have never known that
        Detective Mark Furhman was a racist police officer that plants evidence, which was one of the key components
        for Mr. Simpson’s acquittal, and if this issue was never presented, more than likely Mr. Simpson would be
        serving two life sentences or being retried. Consequently, do not permit the trial judge or your lawyer to
        relegate you to the appellate process and sabotaged your evidence. Compare the foregoing to the exhibit, page
        91, wherein hundreds of black Americans were convicted by racist police officers, the District Attorney of
        Philadelphia, and manipulating judges, because none of their acts were ever challenged during trial and many of
        them are still in jail, appeal denied!
      


      
        19 If a person charged with a crime is
        truly innocent until proven guilty, why does not the state return the money that was spent on lawyers, once
        their acquitted? Why are people incarcerated and made to pay for bail? And if the burden of proving guilt is
        truly upon the state’s prosecutor, then why is the prosecutor’s intentional misconduct given a ratio of error
        assessment on appeal? Do not fall for these ploys. The only time that you should remain silent or rely on
        “innocent to proven guilty” or “burden of proof” is when your lawyer can guarantee relief.
      

    

  


  
    
      Chapter 14
    


    
      Opposing America’s Corrupt Judiciary Involving Civil Matters
    


    
      When opposing the discriminating judicial system involving civil matters, the same procedures and tactics
      illustrated at chapters 12–13 apply to civil lawsuits for damages. However, because of nuance distinctions
      between criminal trials and civil trials, further elaboration for opposing the abuse of judicial power concerning
      civil matters will be explained for the sake of these distinctions.
    


    
      The major differences between civil and criminal trials are the factfinders’ duty and the relief being sought;
      unlike a criminal case, the jury in a civil case only has to base their decision upon a preponderance of the
      evidence before them, not “beyond reasonable doubt”; thus any percentage that amounts to more than half the jury
      will win the dispute, unlike a criminal trial where the jurors’ decision must be unanimous for guilty or
      acquittal. The second major distinction is the relief being sought. In a civil case, relief is limited to two
      basic categories: financial property and character assessment. The foregoing distinctions are common, but the
      following distinctions, though also common, are inconspicuous and part of the civil case of the discriminating
      American judiciary’s ploys. See chapter 5 for correlating information.
    


    
      One of the more favorable tricks that the judiciary employs is the secret double standard application of American
      law to minority groups—black, Hispanic, and low-income Americans—when they bring a civil action against
      governmental entities and their constituency involving just about any type of civil proceedings. The civil action
      brought by such minority groups is often summarily dismissed by both state and federal trial judges secretly
      sabotaging the proceedings by way of a pretentious performance by the presiding judge predesigned and to appear
      to comport with legal procedures so that the trial judge’s bias, faction, or partiality will not be exposed. The
      objective of the trial judge is to avoid or sabotage the guaranteed constitutional right to a jury trial pursuant
      to the Seventh Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. To verify the veracity of this judicially
      created ploy, all any citizen has to do is make a simple comparison of said minority groups being charged or
      prosecuted for criminal indictments and compare to the governing entities and their constituencies being sued,
      such as judges, lawyers, prosecutors, police, correctional officers, court staff, and politicians. The American
      citizen will find that most criminal indictments involving minorities are ripe for a jury trial upon the whim of
      the trial judge or prosecutor. Yet on the civil side of the court minorities are rarely ever given jury trials
      against the governing bodies or its affiliates.
    


    
      In fact by misusing the summary dismissal procedures in the manner described in chapter 5, pages 36, n. 7.
      Minority Americans allegations of governmental corruption, abuse of process, race, and status discrimination
      resulting from the government’s personal interest rarely ever goes before a jury.
    


    
      In opposing the foregoing artifice during a civil trial, it can be fairly complicated because as indicated the
      Court can misuse protocol to dismiss a legitimate case against its constituency, with the intention of denying a
      neutral factfinder (in a criminal trial if you want a jury trial its mandatory if you face incarceration in
      excess of six months). And to add insult to injury American judges are immune to this illegal practice pursuant
      to the Eleventh Amendment of the Constitution of the United States. However, this immunity is only for monetary
      damages. There is no immunity to the criminal act of sabotaging guaranteed constitutional rights. Consequently to
      avoid the judge appearing before the jury, fellow judges misapply the immunity doctrine and extend it to cover up
      their colleagues criminal activities. See chapters 5–7, verifying the authenticity of these judicial criminal
      activities. If you can prove that you’re entitled to a jury trial and that the judge is misusing the procedural
      laws to cheat you out of a jury trial because they’re protecting the governing body defendants from liability,
      you should take the information to the news media, local state politicians, and the state and federal prosecutors
      in your community and seek criminal charges by lodging a criminal complaint against the judge; the objective is
      to expose the judge’s bias and machinations to the public. This process is extremely effective before and during
      trial. There is a slight catch in applying these procedures—the news media, local state and federal politicians,
      and state and federal prosecutors do not like challenging judges and will oftentimes try to mislead you so that
      they can protect the judge. Do not allow them to mislead you. Just file the criminal complaint against the judge
      and make note of the state representatives’ improper behavior for the purpose of creating a record of the judge’s
      and the other public officers’ improper behavior for refusing to investigate or launching a superficial
      investigation in order to avoid prosecuting a judge, in contradiction to standard constitutional laws and their
      oath of office. This tactic may not seem very effective at that point but could prove to be very valuable in the
      near future because nine times out of ten the judge or one of his colleagues have committed the crime before or
      will repeat the crime than you can reopen or reinstate the legal action because now you have an official record
      to support your claims and the same judge is barred from presiding over his own unlawful activities.
    


    
      Sometimes state and federal judges will grant a pro se litigant a jury trial against their constituency but only
      because the litigant’s legal skills and ability to finance and prepare the case properly is limited and inferior
      to their legal skills and financial ability. Thus the jury trial is simply scheduled for the purpose of the pro
      se litigant’s defeat, a legal massacre. The author dubs this illegal practice the Trojan horse trial. Any
      American, and particularly the minority groups mentioned herein, experiencing a Trojan horse trial may just apply
      the procedures set forth in chapters 12–14. It must be reiterated—do not inform the court or your attorney of
      your ulterior activities; wait until the jury is sworn in and the trial is in procession, then disclose to the
      jury the true motives and purposes of the court, prosecutor, and whoever else is involved in sabotaging the right
      to fair trial. This form of opposition serves two purposes: it exhausts your opponents (the state and governing
      body) resources and it simultaneously exposes any bias or conspiracy.20
    


    
      It must be further emphasized that minority Americans, especially black, Hispanic, and low-income Americans of
      all races, are extremely vulnerable to state and federal entities extortion of power! For example, state and
      federal judges have the unbridled power to lock you up and drain your financial resources through attrition.
      Prosecutors have the unbridled power to charge and manipulate legal procedures and defense lawyers have the power
      to drain your resources and mislead you. State and federal police can arrest or detain you and violate your right
      to privacy with relative impunity. These powers are abused at will every day all over the United States. See
      chapters 7-10. The only weapon against these abuses is the jury trial, yet as is indicated, the jury trial
      process is often deliberately sabotaged, and if the sabotage is exposed, their colleagues manipulate the immunity
      clause to avoid any losses to their constituency. Refer back to Martinez v. Winner
      in chapter 9, n. 13; this case and its history Martinez v. Winner, 778 F. Supp. 553,
      (10th. Cir. 1993) certiorari denied 106 S. Ct. 1787 (1986) will show you how the American courts legally lie to
      cover up for one another while they exploit others by misusing the moot doctrine as illustrated in chapter 5,
      pages 35–36, combined with the immunity doctrine herein. Ironically, the best way to attack the court’s dual
      manipulation of the immunity and moot doctrines is to bring criminal charges against the judge establishing that
      there is no immunity or mootness in your particular case according to law.
    


    
      In lesser legal language if you’re one of the minorities mentioned herein, you should gather all the evidence and
      legal authorities in your favor, and either inform the Court that your evidence is the exclusive province of the
      jury, including whether or not the government defendants or their affiliates acted reasonably) or in the
      alternative bring criminal charges against the trial judge in order to create a public record of the judge’s
      improper acts, which may result in your case going before the jury, which you’re entitled to! Remember in chapter
      6, how the government used the reasonable basis doctrine in their favor. Well, it has been said that what is good
      for the goose is also good for the gander.
    


    
      Lastly, all Americans have a guaranteed right to timely sue anyone who abuses them or their property without an
      official disposition by a court legally administered. And there is no immunity to this kind of abuse because the
      illegal act is criminal, regardless of the manipulation by American judges of the Eleventh Amendment of the
      Constitution of the United States.
    

    


    
      20 Two Supreme Court cases that the
      inferior courts misuse are Adickes v. S. H. Kress Co., 90 S. Ct. 1598 (1970) and
      Celotex Coro v. Catrett, 106 S. Ct. 2548 (1986). These cases are deliberately
      misapplied, and the certiorari doctrine is depended upon to avoid review in the manner set forth in chapter 7,
      page 65. The foregoing authorities are for all intentional purposes the blueprint: for assessing summary
      dismissal of legal actions. The authorities may change but the concept remains.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 15
    


    
      Opposing America’s Discriminating Judiciary’s Monopoly of Resources against Minority Americans
    


    
      Many Americans are familiar with the old saying “You cannot fight City Hall.” When black, Hispanic, and
      low-income Americans go to court looking for justice, that is just what they find—“just us.” These old clichés
      and metaphors connote that the American judicial system exploits its power against minorities and poor Americans,
      and these clichés are more truthful than most Americans realize, as the previous chapters 1–10 illustrates and
      proves, with special attention to chapter 10, for the purpose of this chapter.
    


    
      The judiciary’s monopoly of government resources is one of the key artifices used to ensure that minority
      Americans do not win legitimate and significant legal controversies (the word significant is used herein to denote winning a legal controversy wherein your adversary actually
      suffers a loss because the courts have a practice of granting nominal relief to minorities so that their
      constituency do not suffer actual damages). The preceding chapters establish that judicial corruptor faction and
      discrimination is not a myth or the result of disgruntled litigants; rather the discriminatory acts are
      intentional and widespread.
    


    
      Additional authenticity of the illegal practices by America’s judges, all the judges named in chapter 4, pages
      35–37 and chapter 7, pages 61–62, and the United States Department of Justice and the 104th Congress of the
      United States were publicly challenged on January 21, 1995, by official affidavit to refute the facts set forth
      throughout chapters 1–10, and refused to rebut their criminal acts before the public. Thus the American
      judiciary’s discriminating practices are not a thought, apparition, or misconception, but rather discrimination
      is a deliberate device financed by the American taxpayer against minorities and hidden by a veil of twisted
      protocol.
    


    
      The only question now is, how do minorities and average-income American citizens compete with the inexhaustible
      governmental resources and win? Here are some proven methods for opposing the judiciary when they’re
      intentionally draining your resources in order to gain an advantage during trial and discourage your ability to
      oppose your adversary. Again the O. J. Simpson trial will be utilized because of its widespread publicity and
      familiarity to many Americans. Mr. Simpson spent in excess millions of dollars on trial preparation, lawyers, and
      witnesses, and if Mr. Simpson did not have these resources for his defense, much of the evidence and information
      disclosed to the jury during trial would not have been available for the jury to make an informed decision.
    


    
      Therefore, the prosecution, the judge, and the appellate courts of California would have deliberately exhausted
      Mr. Simpson’s ability to properly litigate against the state. This is a very common tactic because most Americans
      cannot afford to litigate against the state.
    


    
      In considering the foregoing most Americans do not have millions of dollars to ensure that they will receive a
      fair trial, and when you combine the artifices set forth in chapters 1–11, with the fact that you cannot afford a
      proper defense, if you or a family member ever become involved in a criminal or civil dispute, that is what you
      will be up against. However, it does not mean that you cannot effectively compete against the government and
      either win the dispute or lessen your losses.
    


    
      First, you’re not going to outspend the government, so do not try. In fact your best weapon is to let the
      government expend its resources while you spend very little, and here are some proven methods for curtailing your
      expenses: prepare and gather your information yourself or with your lawyer, if you think you can trust him in the
      manner illustrated in chapters 12–14, and make use of the Freedom of Information Act, which will give you access
      to all public information about you and others that is a matter of public content.
    


    
      Law clerks and prosecutors are notorious for withholding information and harassing citizens’ access to records
      that you’re legally entitled to. If you run into this problem, take down their names and the information they’re
      denying you, and file a motion with the court to subpoena the records and the clerk or prosecutor as witnesses.
      If the court denies your motion in order to protect the clerk or prosecutor, use the motion during your jury
      trial to show motive and interest by the state to hinder your ability to defend yourself or defeat the state.
    


    
      Go to your local law library, lawyer’s office, or college campus law school (find a law student who can get you
      in the student library as a guess) and study and if possible copy legal authorities that you need to win or
      lessen your losses. See chapter 2, pages 20, on how to look up legal authorities. If you have a paid lawyer, they
      should allow you to use their law library. Use all this information during trial in the manner illustrated in
      chapters 12–14. These things can be done with or without counsel during any free time that you have (if you’re
      lazy, then you may as well concede to your adversary because a certain amount of time, work, and research is
      required). If you have counsel, you should still be prepared yourself and ready to direct counsel as to what you
      want done. Remember chapter 12, page 103, on how your own trial attorney, paid or appointed, is capable of
      secretly conspiring with the trial judge and prosecutor to sabotage your case.
    


    
      As anyone can see, it is imperative that a litigant participate in the preparation for opposing the adversary,
      unless the litigant is willing to gamble with his/her life and families’ lives or property that the judge,
      lawyers, and adversary are honest.
    


    
      Though you may have all your witnesses and evidence ready to proceed to trial on the date that the court
      scheduled, still you should call the lawyer or the court a few days before trial and again on the morning of
      trial to ensure that the trial will begin on its scheduled date; this way, if something goes wrong and the trial
      is to be rescheduled, your witnesses and trial preparation did not go to waste by sitting around all day and
      missing other duties, such as work, child care, et cetera, while the court, lawyers, and their staff still get
      paid. Many times a trial is postponed improperly under guise of some pretentious mishap, when in reality the
      court, prosecutor, and sometimes your attorney are regrouping after sizing up your potential defense (strength of
      your case), and then they focus the delay or reason for postponement on you. If possible, have your witnesses
      inform their bosses that they could be subpoenaed to court on a moment’s notice. That way you can have your
      witnesses available without losing any significant work time every time the court, prosecutor, and your attorney
      wish to play the rescheduling game.
    


    
      Many motions, petitions, and other legal documents can easily be prepared by you without your lawyer. See
      chapters 2 and 12. Just be sure to indicate that the documents are being filed with your lawyer. This is very
      important because the court sometimes try to ignore your personal litigation by claiming you have a lawyer, so
      therefore, if you’re not proceeding pro se and wish to file documents with your lawyer, just prepare the document
      and add next to your signature “With Counsel,” and the lawyer’s name and firm. Be sure to check with people
      knowledgeable of legal matters, such as lawyers, paralegals, law students, law clerks, legal librarians, et
      cetera.
    


    
      In curtailing expenses involving expert testimony, here are two methods of saving money: Send letters to various
      professional organizations—for example, state and federal drug administrations and various medical organizations.
      Just look up the address in the national directory. Request the specific effects of whatever evidence you’re
      testing; usually the organization will send you proof free of charge or the price of a stamp. If expert testimony
      is necessary to prove the case, prepare an affidavit in the manner described at appendix 1 and take it personally
      or send it certified mail, requesting that the expert sign it or refute it. If you get the document signed, the
      state will have to use its resources if it wishes to contest your evidence.
    


    
      While all the foregoing activities are going on your familiarizing yourself with the case, your also expending
      the state’s resources while simultaneously spending very little of your own money. And no matter how much money
      the government spends to further their act of attrition upon you, they’re just throwing good money after bad to
      no avail, because skill, preparation, and ingenuity will prevail; as an old biblical saying establishes: if an ax
      is dull and edge unsharpened, more strength is needed but skill will bring success (Ecclesiastes 10:10).
    


    
      Please keep in mind there are many ways to curtail your expenses. There is no limitation. Be creative!
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 16
    


    
      Individual Minority Group Isolated Focus for Detecting America’s Discriminating Judicial Practices
    


    
      Our forefathers have shedded much blood in order that all Americans will have liberty, equality, and justice for
      all! Yet today the noble efforts of our forefathers are being flouted, disrespected, and twisted for the purpose
      of promoting discrimination, which in turn creates faction, polarization, and confusion among the American people
      so that in effect the judiciary can avoid the very equality that so many Americans died for.
    


    
      Believe it or not, each of the predominant minority groups suffers from not only a common discrimination but a
      distinct discrimination intentionally executed by the judiciary in order to promote their personal interest; and
      the following devices of discrimination of each minority group should be looked for and scrutinized carefully by
      the specific group during any dealings with the American judicial system and exposed to the public and jury in
      the manner described in chapters 12–15.
    


    
      Black Americans, particularly black American males, have become stereotyped as the number one criminal element
      and political problem in America today. You’re also a commodity for middle class and affluent white Americans and
      political white activist. For every black male charged or convicted of a crime, thousands of white Americans earn
      substantial incomes. Federal and state police focus a great deal of time, money, and covet activities in
      observing black males’ everyday activities. Once a black male is charged, prosecuted, or convicted of a crime,
      the judiciary must avoid any liability of their constituency (police, prosecutors, lawyers, and other judicially
      affiliated persons) or the judiciary would suffer severe financial losses. Consequently many black Americans’
      constitutional privileges are secretly sabotaged in the manner described in chapters 1–11. An additional example
      of this ploy is indicated in the People of California v. O. J. Simpson criminal
      trial wherein Judge Lance Ito, the Appellate Court of California, covertly molded the presentation of evidence to
      favor the prosecution because of the weakness of their case against Mr. Simpson, resulting from a lack of
      evidence. Many of the artifices set forth in chapters 1–10 were employed or attempted during the Mr. Simpson
      trial. Mr. Simpson may or may have not been guilty of murder, but after considering all the proper evidence
      presented by the prosecution, any verdict of guilty would have been a guess—a guess of guilt is improper in any
      American court. Realizing the ambiguity of Mr. Simpson’s alleged guilt would cause problems, the Appellate Court
      and Trial Court of California deliberately commandeered the proceedings to secretly favor the prowhite
      judiciary’s interest during the presentation of evidence; the only reason their ploy did not work is because Mr.
      Simpson had five million dollars’ worth of lawyers to stop it! Though the average black American or most
      Americans do not have millions of dollars to stop the judiciary from manipulating the presentation of evidence,
      chapters 12 through this chapter will cure that problem. Thus the author stresses that, when a black American
      citizen of any status in society is dealing with the American judiciary, you must observe the proceedings very
      carefully for these nuance judicial discriminations against you in both civil and criminal matters and at the
      proper time employ the opposition tactics set forth in chapter 12 through this chapter.
    


    
      Notice, after Mr. Simpson was acquitted by a majority black jury, the judiciary reverted back to its original
      ploy of striking black jurors during the civil trial’s jury selection process. See chapter 4 pages 27–29, Baston,
      supra. One potential black juror, who was eliminated, was not fooled by their tactics and stated, “This is just
      payback.”
    


    
      Hispanic Americans, the same applies to your race as previously illustrated against black Americans, with one
      distinction, because many Spanish Americans still retain and use their own language. The American judiciary will
      and has exploited any hint at the Spanish American citizen’s inability to fully comprehend the English language.
      Many Spanish Americans are exploited by the judiciary’s propensity to achieve a guilty verdict; cajoling guilty
      pleas and jury trial waiver is a notorious practice used by the judiciary against English illiterate Hispanics.
      Spanish interpretations are used by the court to promote this practice. Spanish Americans should always look for
      this said improper practices and then employ the safeguards set forth at chapters 12–16.
    


    
      American women, despite the fact that many of the old judicially mandated ideologies has been legally abolished
      from American law, this does not mean that the predominantly white male judges do not secretly practice gender
      discrimination:
    


    
      “Man is, or should be, woman’s protector and defender. The natural and proper timidity and delicacy which belongs
      to the female sex evidently unfits it for many of the occupations of civil life. The constitution of the family
      organization, which is founded in the divine ordinance, as well as in the nature of things, indicates the
      domestic sphere as that which properly belongs to the domain and functions of womanhood. The harmony, not to say
      identity, of interest and views which belong, or should belong, to the family institution is repugnant to the
      idea of a woman adopting a distinct and independent career from that of her husband. The paramount destiny and
      mission of women are to fulfill the noble and benign offices of the Creator. And the rules of civil society must
      be adapted to the general constitution of things, and cannot be based upon exceptional cases.” (Bradwell v. State, 16 Wall. 130, 21 L.Ed. 442, articulated by Justice Bradley)
    


    
      The Supreme Court justice who made the foregoing ridiculous statement, which was and still is covertly in
      practice today, honestly believed in this relegation of a woman’s role in society. By today’s standards this is
      the same type of judge that the American judiciary term as “learned judge” (an experienced and intelligent
      judge). Of course no judge today would display such a sexist attitude. Instead they simply hide or camouflage any
      sexist disposition and then complement each other with the term “learned judge” while they continue to exploit
      American women in the same manner articulated by Justice Bradley, in Bradwell v.
      State, supra.
    


    
      The foregoing is what American women have to look for during any controversies with the judiciary. The author
      stresses to American women, do not be misled, because you see professional women, such as doctors, lawyers,
      businesswomen, and female judges themselves bringing suits and winning—this only applies to educated and affluent
      women!
    


    
      The average-income and low-income American woman is truly a victim of a combination of gender and status
      discrimination and has very little chance of being treated fairly by the American judiciary.
    


    
      One good example that covers the full panoply of sexism and faction by the judiciary, camouflaged by protocol is
      an American woman, Paula Jones, who sought the judiciary’s protection from sexual harassment, allegedly committed
      at that time by the governor of Arkansas and subsequently the president of the United States, William Clinton,
      yet no trial ever took place while Mr. Clinton was the governor or the president (this does not mean Mr. Clinton
      is guilty; he is entitled to a fair trial). The charges were placed in limbo until Mr. Clinton furthered or
      completed his political career. Perhaps O. J. Simpson should have been permitted to place his murder charges in
      limbo while he completed his football commentating career; and Mike Tyson’s rape charge should have also been
      placed in limbo while he finished his boxing career. Though this sarcasm may seem personal, it is not! It’s
      simply to prove the point of the double standard application of law employed by the American judiciary. If the
      foregoing does not establish the diabolical double standard application of American law concerningj among other
      things, status and gender discrimination, not to mention black males, it will never be established.
    


    
      Low-income Americans, from the urban ghettos of New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, Detroit, and California to the
      impoverished rural districts of Arkansas, Mississippi, Atlanta, Georgia, and Texas, et cetera. Low-income
      Americans are systematically exploited by America’s judiciary! Though many provisions have been statutorily
      mandated by federal and state law (see chapter 1 n 3) to supply low-income Americans with proper resources or
      avenues to ensure that redress and competing with the American judicial system is equal to the rich, prejudice,
      faction, political preference, and stereotyping take precedence over these legal protection, and the low-income
      Americans are systematically exploited in order to save time and money and to ensure that the judiciary and its
      constituency gains from having to spend time addressing the low-income Americans issues. Sadly, the low-income
      American is a pawn used by the judiciary to promote up and coming prosecutors’ careers and conviction ratio,
      guinea pigs for novice lawyers, and to fatten the pockets of chosen lawyers (like Perrone in chapter 6, page 44)
      by permitting them to run up court appointment fees without doing any real work, while simultaneously they
      superficially represent the poor, of whom the court/state wishes to convict and maintain the
      conviction.21
    


    
      These are just a few of the judiciary’s exploitation of the poor. If you’re a low-income American, whenever you
      have any dealings with the judiciary, you must constantly before, during, and after trial inquire and scrutinize
      the judge, prosecutor, your lawyer, and witnesses the actions and motives involving the trial, and at the proper
      time apply all the opposition methods set forth in chapters 12–15.
    

    


    
      21 The prowhite government will argue
      that, because of the presidential duties, postponing his criminal trial is necessary and a diplomatic privilege.
      However, this is false particularly from a president who has rewritten the federal habeas corpus statute, to
      hinder relief, passed a three-strike bill that conflicts with Constitution of the United States, passed laws that
      permit police to violate the Fourth Amendment liberty of all Americans—all for the purpose of fighting crime and
      getting reelected—yet he has employed all his constitutional privileges to avoid his own criminal trial. There is
      no immunity in America for the commission of a crime. Also the purpose of a vice president is to fulfill the
      president’s position when he becomes incapacitated.
    

  


  
    
      Chapter 17
    


    
      Recapitulation
    


    
      A recapitulation of the preceding chapters establishes a chronological sequence of events, which pattern
      pinpoints the profoundness of racial, gender, and status discrimination within the very institution wherein the
      power is given to control or abolish this deep-rooted social disease!
    


    
      Duplicitously the American judicial system secretly uses discrimination as a tool to promote their personal,
      financial, and political interest. Discrimination, faction, and corruption will always be a part of any political
      system; after all those vested with political power are only human beings and subjected to the same desires and
      human frailties.
    


    
      All the answers to race, gender, and status discrimination cannot possibly be found in this book. Racism is an
      ancient problem. However, the information in this book will help minority Americans, the American people in
      general, and the American judiciary to better resolve this nefarious human plague, through enlightenment of the
      secret machinations applied by the judiciary and by giving the discriminating class of Americans a tool that they
      can use to legitimately compete with the covert discriminatory practices systematically employed by the
      judiciary. After all ours is an adversary process founded upon the proposition that two factions competing will
      in fact resolve the dispute in favor of the deserving faction.
    


    
      The contents of this book will be extremely helpful to American citizens when dealing with the judicial system.
      However, do not limit yourself! Search and explore for other artifices employed by the adversary and develop
      other methods of opposition by being creative. It is anticipated by the author that history will continue to
      repeat itself and the merchants of racial, gender, and status discrimination will continue to develop more
      diabolical methods for camouflaging and instituting discrimination.
    


    
      As a result of the instant exposure of the corrupt activities of the American judicial system set forth in this
      book constitutional privileges such as the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, , and Fourteenth
      Amendments (see chapter 6, page 42 n. 8, for a cursory explanation of these constitutional privileges) will be
      further diminished; and common practices and procedures that promote fairness and equality will be continually
      revised to the detriment of liberty.
    


    
      “What constitutes the bulwark of our own liberty and independence? It is not our own battlements, our bristling
      sea coast our army and our navy. These are not our reliance against tyranny. All of those may be turned against
      us without making us weaker for the struggle. Our reliance is in the love of liberty which God has planted in us.
      Our defense is in the spirit which prized liberty as the heritage of all men in all lands everywhere. Destroy
      this spirit and you have planted the seeds of despotism at your own doors. Familiarize yourself with the chains
      of bondage and you prepare your own limbs to wear them. Accustomed to trample on the rights of others, you have
      lost the genius of your own independence and become the fit subjects of the first cunning tyrant who rises among
      you.” (Abraham Lincoln, President of the United States of America)
    


    
      In concluding and paraphrasing United States Supreme Court Justice Walter J. Brennan Jr., the American people
      should always remain vigilant of any stealthy intrusion upon their constitutional privileges!
    


    
      To All Free Americans, you now have the tools to fight back. All you have to do is use
      them.
    


    
      In memory of the late Honorable Justice Thurgood Marshall, first black Supreme Court justice of the United States
      of America, appointed by President Johnson, August 30, 1967, and took office October 16, 1967. His noble efforts
      this writer will not permit to be sabotaged by a very clever and sneaky Supreme Court, currently in session,
      prowhite and propolitical governmental official activist disguised through the intentional manipulation of
      protocol.
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      Appendix 1
    


    
      Sample Affidavits
    


    
      Affidavit 1:
    


    
      I, ______________, affiant, declares the following to be true.
    


    
      On (day, month year) (Phrase the necessary statement in the manner that favors your evidence) (Use as many
      additional sheets of paper as needed)
    


    
      The foregoing is true and correct pursuant to Title 28 U.S.C. 1746 (a federal provision for self-oath taking)
      (Affiant can also use the state’s provision, for example Pennsylvania’s is Title 18 Pa.C.S. 4904).
    


    
      Signature of Affiant:
    


    
      Date:
    


    
      __________ __________________
    


    
      Affidavit 2:
    


    
      I ____________________, affiant, an expert in the field of ___________________, hereby verifies that (Phrase the
      necessary statement in the manner that favors your expert) (Use as many additional sheets of paper as needed).
    


    
      The foregoing is true and correct pursuant to Title 28 U.S.C. § 1746 (a federal provision for self-oath taking)
      (Affiant can also use the state’s provision, for example, look up the statutory law for the State of New York for
      self-oath taking)
    


    
      Signature of Affiant:
    


    
      Date
    


    
      __________ __________________
    

  


  
    
      Appendix 2
    


    
      A Table of Ten Supreme Court Authorities
    


    
      The following ten legal authorities of the Supreme Court of the United States of America (supreme law of the
      land) are key cases illustrating the basic reasoning of American law involving both civil and criminal matters
      with special focus on the Bill of Rights. Regardless of any future alterations of the reasoning of these
      authorities, if you’re a member of the minority groups mentioned herein, or any citizen competing with the
      American judiciary. You should go to your local law library, lawyer’s office, or wherever law books are available
      and either read or copy and read later the following cases, and Shepardize to update their usage (see chapter 2,
      page 19, Shepardize).
    


    
      (1) Malloy v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1, 12 L.Ed.2d. 653, 84 S.Ct. (1964): Explains the
      contours of the Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination—right to remain silent.
    


    
      (2) Fay v. Noia, 372 U.S. 391, L. Ed. 2d., 83 S. Ct. 822 (1963): Explains the
      history of the writ of habeas corpus, which in its explanation covers the basic reasoning of American
      jurisprudence’s liberty interest.
    


    
      (3) Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 20 L.Ed.2d. 889, 88 S. Ct. 1868 (1968): Explains what
      gives a police officer the right to address or arrest a citizen, called probable cause; this case is
      systematically flouted by the judiciary in the manner illustrated in chapter 6, and a judge can give a hundred
      different reasons to justify an illegal search and seizure.
    


    
      (4) In Re Winship; 39i U.S. 358 L.Ed.2d., 90 S. Ct. 10-68 (19i0): Gives a brief explanation concerning burden of
      proof reasonable doubt (see Chapter 6).
    


    
      (5) Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 33 L.Ed.2d. 101, 92 S. Ct. 2182 (1972): Explains
      speedy trial rights and how to invoke the right; this case is systematically flouted by the American judiciary in
      the manner illustrated in chapter 6.
    


    
      (6) Monell v. Department of Social Service of New York City, 436 U.S. 668, 56
      L.Ed.2d. 611, 98 S. Ct. 2018 (19i8): Explains the contours and history of suing government entities (police,
      court officers, jailers, et cetera) when they abuse their power against an American citizen or citizens through
      directly or indirectly sabotaging and denying constitutional protections. Note: In Monroe
      v. Pape, 365 U.S. 16i, 5 L.Ed.2d. 223, 81 S. Ct. 473 (1961), a portion of this case was overturned by
      Monell, supra. However, the same corrupt police practices are still covertly permitted by the judiciary to avoid
      liability of police officers. See chapter 6, page 56, House Bill 666.
    


    
      (7) Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436, 16 L.Ed.2d. 223, 95 S. Ct. 2281 (1981): This
      is the case that instituted the Miranda warning: “You have the right to remain silent. If you give up that right,
      anything you say can be used against you in a court of law. You also have a right to an attorney present during
      questioning.” The case explains the right to remain silent. However, it does not stress strongly enough its
      importance every citizen arrested or detained by police should always remain silent (only your name and address
      should be given until you talked with a lawyer). You should not make or sign any statements or volunteer
      information to police. If you wish to cooperate with the police, wait until you talked with a lawyer. The police
      will definitely use anything you say or sign against you. They’re not trying to help you—they’re trying to
      convict you! Thousands of people are now in jail serving life sentences and would not be there if they did not
      say anything.
    


    
      (8) Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457 U.S. 800, 73 L.Ed.2d. 396, 102 S. Ct. 2727 (1982):
      Explains the concept for use of qualified immunity of government officials involved in constitutional violations
      of an American citizen. Again this case and its progenies are systematically abused by the American judiciary to
      avoid government officials’ liability in the manner illustrated in chapter 6. Also, this case is the complement
      to the manipulation of summary judgment procedures illustrated at chapter 5, page 34-36.
    


    
      (9) Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 80 L.Ed.2d. 674 104 S. Ct. 2052 (1984):
      Explains the concepts of a lawyers duty to represent his client effectively, under the reasonable basis doctrine,
      that is to say, “a lawyer representing a criminal defendant must have some reasonable basis designed to
      effectuate his client’s interest.” Again this case is systematically abused by the American judiciary in the
      manner illustrated in chapters 6 and 7. Note: In civil and criminal matters wherein you paid your attorney or
      entered into a contract, the lawyer’s unlawful acts fall under breach of contract.
    


    
      (10) Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 90 L.Ed.2d. 79, 106 S. Ct. 1786 (1956):
      Explains the secret practices during jury selection (voir dire) of racial discrimination instituted all over the
      United States by clever prosecutors and judges. If the American judiciary thinks that you’re not aware of this
      practice or prepared for it, they will use it to favor the state’s case. Therefore, do not think the Supreme
      Court of the United States ruling in Batson, supra, will stop them from manipulating jury selection. A good
      example is the subsequent civil trial of famous black athlete O. J. Simpson indicates that the prowhite American
      judicial system reverted back to their old tricks of jury selection in a hotly contested lengthy selection
      process, in attempt to avoid what happened in the first trial.
    

  


  
    
      
        Appendix 3
      


      
        Useful Books for Preparing for a Criminal or Civil Trial
      


      
        The following books can be very helpful to any American citizen subjected to any contest with the American
        judiciary and can be found at your local law library or lawyer’s office and college students also have access
        to these books:
      


      
        	Black’s Law Dictionary


        	Federal Rules of Civil and Criminal Procedures Evidence/Appellate Procedures (all in same
        book) *


        	Daniel E. Manville, Prisoners’ Self Help Litigation
        Manual


        	Georgetown Law Journals


        	State Rules of Evidence and Judges’ Standard Charges to Jury. * (Every state has its
        own.)


        	The State’s Crimes Codes Annotated (Every state has one.)


        	F. Lee Bailey Book of Forms


        	Corpus Juris Secundum (CJS) Encyclopedia American Laws

      


      
        * Focus on the relevancy and hearsay evidence sections.
      

    


    
      
        __________
      


      
        7a Governmental Ponzi Scheme African
        Americans:
      


      
        1. African Americans brings civil rights
        complaints against white officers of the courts and others, for their improper action under color of state
        law.
      


      
        2. The Court dockets the complaint and
        pretends to follow protocol, but instead, covertly sabotages the summary dismissal procedures (F.R.Civ.P. 56,
        28 U.S.C. section 1915 et al.) to avoid the guaranteed right to a jury trial; they then try the case themselves
        and testify for all parties in violation of F.R.Evid. 605, ignoring all favorable evidence of the African
        Americans claims; they then dismiss the suit claiming it lacks merit; for the purpose of saving the
        government's officers of the court and their constuents from exposure to the public and liability (they
        also apply governmental attrition too the filing and litigation of the compliants.
      


      
        3. When the Federal Officers, Third Circuit
        Judges, District and Appeal are exposed for applying the unlawful acts against African Americans, as set forth
        at section 2, supra; they then invoke immunity for themselves and the nonimmune conspirators. When the African
        Americans appeals the orders; The Court Appeals repeats the same sabotaging practices; resulting in the African
        Americans claims never being considered by an unbias tribunal; only judges who invoke immunity to
        sabotage!
      


      
        4. The governmental scheme of denying
        African Americans access to the courts by applying Ponzi Scheme methods, is financed by the African Americans
        tax dollars, and litigating fees and proposed damages, compensatory and others.
      


      
        5. As a consequence of the averments set
        forth at sections 1-4. supra; African Americans are being gypped out of their right to access to the court by
        the very judges who swore pursuant to Title 28 U.S.C.A. section 453 not to cheat them! But instead invokes
        immunity too cheating them: The white Officers and their constituents rakes in $10, 000, 000 litigation fees,
        and saves the proposed compensatory damages in the realm of tens of millions of dollars of liability against
        the state actors (mostly white officers of the court)
      

    

  


  
    
      About the Author
    


    
      Anthony Johnson, son of Roland Johnson Senior, was born in Philadelphia, PA on November 27, 1958. Thanksgiving
      Day at the age of 27, was railroaded to prison for ten years by a covertly racist American Judicial Institution.
      Subsequently, after over 20 years of opposition, the author has uncovered a secret monopoly by judges, lawyers,
      and other officers of the court; that deliberately sabotages the Bill of Rights to serve their own purposes. This
      enhances their secret monopoly over the American people’s right to be heard and access the courts while
      simultaneously stealing and raking in billions in legal fees and court costs. And using the Tax Payers money to
      finance their scheme!
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