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security.” The right of privacy, being derived
from natural law, prevents such compulsory
acts, as the court said:

To subject a person against his will to a blood
test is an assault and battery, and clearly an
invasion of his personal privacy.**

This is another area which has been
corrupted in order to satisfy the convenience of
government at the sacrifice of the inherent or
constitutional rights of the individual. The
modern trend of the corrupt courts are to
limited the protection of self-incrimination to
evidence obtained by oral utterances, and not
any physical evidence.

There are, however, other good cases
which have held that a compulsory physical
examination of a person accused of a crime is
inadmissible, as it is a denial of the right
against self-incrimination.*’

We thus can conclude that there are at least
five reasons why the acts of compulsory
fingerprinting, blood tests, etc., are unlawful:
1) They are an evasion of the right of privacy,
2) Compels evidence to be used as self
incriminating evidence, 3) Is an assault and/or
battery, 4) Violates due process of taking one
arrested first to a magistrate, 5) Prohibits bail
and infringes on one’s liberty.

Limitations Upon Arrests

The common law drew certain limitations
upon how and when an arrest can be made, and
thus all arrests are to be grounded on such
standards. But the ignorant and corrupt in
government have always been bent towards
broadening the causes and reasons for making
arrests. One limitation often transcended is

the sufficient cause required for a felony arrest

or breach of peace:
No one, whether private person or officer,
has any right to make an arrest without
warrant in the absence of actual belief,
based on actual facts creating probable
cause of guilt. Suspicion without cause can
never be an excuse for such action. The two

must both exist, and be reasonably well
founded.*

The word “suspicion™ is found more
frequently in statutes and codes to authorize
arrests that the common law prohibited. In a
case where a man was arrested for belief he
possessed stolen goods, a felony charge, the
arrest was held to have been unlawful.
However, the police sought to justify the arrest
upon the fact that, although there may have
been no reasonable cause to believe that the
man was guilty of a felony, yet he was in fact
guilty of the misdemeanor of carrying a
concealed weapon. They claimed that,
although the weapon was concealed, the
offense was committed in their presence, and it
was suspected that he did have a concealed
pistol, which was found after the arrest. The
Supreme Court of New York held that there
arguments were groundless:

[An officer| cannot arrest a man for one

cause, and when that cause is exploded

[defeated] justify for another. Such a

doctrine would be an incentive to the loosest

practices on the part of police officers, and a

dangerous extension of their sufficiently

great powers. They cannot be too firmly told
that there is no such lawful thing as an arrest
without an apparent or disclosed cause, to
be justified thereafter by whatever may turn
up. * * * You cannot arrest a man merely

because, if all were known, he would be
arrestable. You must arrest him for some

44 Bednarik v. Bednarik, 16 A.2d 80, 90, 18 N.J.Misc. 633 (1940).

45 Statev. Height, 117 lowa 650, 91 N.W. 935 (1902); People v. Corder, 244 Mich. 274, 221 N.W. 309; Bednarik v. Bednarik,
supra (citing cases); Boyd v. United States, 116 U.S. 616 (1885); State v. Newcomb, 220 Mo. 54, 119 S.W. 405 (1909).

46 People v. Burt, 51 Mich. 199, 202, 16 N.W. 378 (1883).
















It is said that life and liberty stand essentially upon the same ground,
life being useless without liberty. Thus the law allows people to
protect liberty as they would their life.

Any person who wants to protect and preserve liberty, and to check
the arbitrary acts of government, will find this material critically
important towards such ends.

When one is unlawfully deprived of his liberty he has suffered a “false
imprisonment,” whether it be by arrest, imprisonment, or improper
procedure.

Throughout history the most common violation committed by
governments against the rights of citizens is that of arbitrary and
summary arrests. Such measures have long been the earmarks of a
corrupt and despotic government.

To safeguard liberty, the Common Law has for over a thousand years
established certain rules and procedures that must be followed before
one can be deprived of their liberty by way of arrest orimprisonment.

These rules and procedures are part of “due process of law,” and any
officer or person that does not follow them can be sued for “false
imprisonment.”

This material details the limitations and requirements of government
officers in making arrests, issuing warrants, imprisoning persons, and
in enforcing the different types of laws — misdemeanors, breaches of
the peace, and felonies.

The fundamental law on these matters will strike at the base of the
corrupt police state system that is so prevalent today.

It is often said that the liberty of a citizen is too sacred to be interfered
with without established sanctions by which the law guards it.

Individual liberty is being violated hundreds of times every day
because the people have forgotten the law which protects that liberty.

This book explains that law which was once regarded as elementary.
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